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untouched, and the policy 
was adopted of waiting to see how the measure would affect 
transfer of land both off and on the register before facilitating 
the extension of the compulsory area 


The Present Proposal as to Compulsion 
THe present Bill abandons Lord HaLpane’s policy and pro 


poses to enable compulsion to be accelerated by the Govern 
ment without waiting to ascertain the effect ot the extensive 
changes in the law which are intended The sub-sections of 


ection 20 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, which gave the 
initiative to the county council, are repealed, and provision 
are introduced under which the initiative reste with the Privy 
Council ; but the county council and any law society whose 
district is proposed to be affected, or either of 
demand a public inquiry as to the desirability of extending 
evistration to the county The appointment of 
the person to hold the inquiry will be with the Lord Chan- 
If after the publication of the report, or after the expi- 
ration of the pres ribed time without demand for an inquiry, 
the Lord Chancellor decides to proceed with the draft Order, 
lay the draft before both Houses of Parliament, and 
the Order may only be made if an address is 
House approving ‘of it. No doubt 
checks put yon the power of the Government to make an 
Order, for, Bf course, the Privy Council only stands for the 
executive powers of the Government. There must be a local 
inquiry and a report, and there must be, not merely—as is 
usual with Orders laid on the tables of the Houses 
objection, but an affirmative vote of at least one House. 


them, may 
com pulsol y 
‘ ellor 

, 

he must 


carried in either 


there are substantial 


absence of 


Having regard to the opinion of the Royal Commission that | 


the question is national rather than local, we doubt whether 
it would be practicable to retain the initiative with the county 
councils, and so far as it is desired to give effect to objections 
to compulsory registration, this must be done at the local in- 
quiry or by discussion in Parliament. It might be urged that 
in any case no new Order should be made until there has been 
experience of the working of the present measure, and it would 
be an advantageif it could be amended in that direction. Sub- 
ject to this remark, the proposal in the Bill appears to us to 
have been skilfully and tac tfully drafted, and we doubt the 
wisdom of any attempt to alter it. 


Presumption of Survivorship, 

Tue Probate Court has during recent years been the scene 
of numerous attempts to establish the survival of one person 
over another who perishes in the same vessel or the same en- 
gagement—an inevitable result in times of war. The rule ir 
such cases is well settled, but seems to be little known among 
practitioners from other divisions And, nowadays, when 
most young barristers add their names to the ‘‘ Poor Persons’ 
List,’’ with the result that cases in probate and divorce come 
their way long before they have acquired experience of the Pro- 
bate Division’s rules of practice, it is important that so well 
accepted a rule should be clearly understood by all. The prin- 
ciple is simply this: Our law, unlike the Roman and the Code 
Napoleon, refused to draw any presumptions as to survivor 
ship based on supposed superiorities of age, sex, or physique 
Where A, B and C all die together under common circum 
stances it will, in the absence of positive evidence, be presumed 
that all died at. the same moment of time. There is, therefore, 
no presumption of survival on the part of either A, B or C, 
even if A be a strong young man and C a weak old woman. 
But where evidence of a positive character can be offered to 
shew that A in fact survived, the Court will consider it, and, 
if it is sufficient for proof, will give effect to it. In other 
words, survival can be proved by circumstantial evidence, biit 
it must amount to proof, not to mere fanciful guess. Facta 
prohata, non probabilia, coqunt judicium applies here as else- 
where in our jurisprudence. The law as explained above was 
first. decided in the leading case of Wing v. Angrave (1860 
8 H. L. C. 183, 30 L. J. Ch. 65): and no material modifica- 
tion of this rule has been established in any recent case, not- 
withstanding numerous attempts to modify it 


| 








which sinened to be a wise one— |The Decision in Wing v. Angrave. 


PernaPs iT is worth while noting in passing that Wing v. 
lngrave (supra) was a case of the most extraordinary hard- 
up. One cannot help feeling that a modern House of Lords 

yuld have found some way out of the result. V. and his wife 

id both made wills. Each left their property to the other 

for life, and if that other died in the testatrmx or testator’s life- 
time, then to Wittiam Wine. It certainly looks as if, what- 
ever happened, WiLtt1am WinG might count on succeeding 
Now. V. and his wife went down together in the same vesse! 
There was no evidence of survival, and therefore no presump- 
tion of survivorship on the part of either. Therefore V. and 
his wife were presumed to have died at the same moment of 
time. Hence neither died in the other’s lifetime. Therefore 
there was an intestacy, and the property went to the legal next- 
of-kin. Had either died before the other, Winc must have 
taken the property (which consisted of property over which the 
wife and husband had each a power of appointment), on the 
ground that either V. had died in his wife’s lifetime or that she 
had died in his. In the first case her will, and in the second 
case V.’s will, would have given the estate to Winc. But the 
probability is overwhelming that both did not die at one 
moment of time, so surely the House of Lords might have 
held so 


Plaintiffs Cannot be also Defendants. 

In tHe Annual Practice, under ord. 16, r. 1, it is stated 

The same person cannot be both a plaintiff and a 
defendant in the same action, or an applicant and a respondent 
to the same summons.’’ This is treated as, what most people 
would consider it, a self-evident proposition—at all events, 
no authority is cited for it. It is, however, not uncommon to 
come across practitioners who suppose that the same person 
can be a plaintiff in one character and a defendant in another 
character in the same action. Possibly this notion has gained 
currency from the circumstance that a man can, through the 
medium of uses and otherwise, convey to himself property to 
be held in another capacity than that in which it was previously 
held. It might be difficult to find a case in the English reports 
in which any attempt was made by a litigant to assume the 
characters of plaintiff and defendant simultaneously. There 
are, however, at least two New Zealand cases in recent times in 
which this subject is referred to. In one case it was said 
‘It is irregular, as it is unnecessary, in an equity suit as at 
common law, to make the same person both plaintiff and 
defendant ’’: Goss v. Suckling (1910, 30 N. Z. L. R. 543, 545). 
The other case is more recent, and is of some interest as relating 
to the Public Trustee: Re McCarthy, Public Trustee v. 
Pullic Trustee (1919, N. Z. L. R. 808). The Public Trustee 
was the executor of a testator who left his wife in a lunatic 
asylum and unprovided for. As administrator of the wife's 
estate, the Public Trustee commenced proceedings against 
himself as executor of the testator, for relief under a local 
statute which enables provision to be made for a testator’s 
family under such circumstances. The first step after initiat- 
ing these proceedings was to apply to the Court for directions 
as to service. The Court, however, on being so applied to, 
held that the Public Trustee could not, as plaintiff, sue himself 
in another a vee This decision is just as applicable here 
as in New Zealand, but it indicates the existence of what may 
any day prove a great inconvenience the same person or body 
of persons acting as trustee or trustees for different bene- 
ficiaries whose interests are divergent. 
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_ In the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. Bridgeman, Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Board of Trade. informed Sir J. Butcher that he was 
iware that, from the findings of the Committee on profiteering in sewn 
cotton, it appeared that when Messrs. Coats sold their sewing cotton 
retailers they bound them under contract to sell sewing cotton manu 
tured by competitors of Messrs. Coats with the same margin of profit 
at which thev sold sewing cotton manufactured by Messrs Costs. und 
that this contract made it extremely difficult for manufacturers of sewing 
cotton other than Messrs. Coats to obtain a footing in the market He 


ts: 


would consider the question of consulting the Law Officers as to w hether 
such a contract was void, as being in restraint of trade 
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The Law of Property Bill. 


Tue Law of Property Bill was read a second tinie in the House 
of Lords on Wednesday, and was referred to a Joint Com- 
mittee of both Houses. It appears to correspond with the fore- 
cast of its provisions contained in the Report of the Land 
Transfer Committee, which we recently discussed, and the 
general scope of the measure is already known. At present 
we shall not attempt to examine it in-detail. It contains 178 
clauses, and in addition there are sixteen Schedules, most of 
which contain provisions which are of substantial importance, 
and which, we presume, have only for convenience been rele 
gated to this position. To a considerable extent the Bill covers 
the same ground as Lord Hatpanr’s Real Property and Con 
veyancing Bill, which was under consideration when the war 
broke out, but it endeavours to attain the same objects by 
simpler means ; it drops the scheme of arrangement of estates 
with the new nomenclature thereby proposed—proprietary 
estates, with paramount and subordinate estates and rights 
and the system of cautions and inhibitions for restraining im- 
proper dealings with land ; and it goes beyond Lord Hatpane’s 
Bill by boldly attempting the assimilation of real to personal 
property and abolishing the existing rules as to the descent 
of land upon an intestacy—abolishing, that is, the principle 
of primogeniture. The Bill is undoubtedly the most far- 
reaching and comprehensive measure for reforming the law of 
real property which has ever been introduced, and if it passes, 
it will profoundly alter conveyancing law and practice, as well 
as the law in its more general aspects. 

Under Part V. copyhold and customary tenure will be 
abolished. Under clause 116 copyhold land (which by virtue 
of the definition in clause 176 includes customary land) will be 
enfranchised as from the commencement of the Act—this is 
proposed to be Ist January, 1921—but the pecuniary benefits 
accruing to the lord are kept on foot until their extinguishment 
under Part VI. This extinguishment will take place within 
five years. Schedule 13 contains a scale of compensation pay- 
able to the lord, and the scale of the steward’s compensation, 
which is secured by clause 124, is given in Schedule 14. These 
parts of the Act come in logical order at the commencement, for 
the main provision assimilating real to personal property 
assumes that all real property is already freehold. 

Allowing for this preliminary change having been effected, 
we then find Part I.—‘‘ Assimilation and Amendment of the 
Law of Real and Personal Estate ’’—opening with a provision 
that every estate in fee simple in freehold land, whether in 
possession, reversion, or remainder, 

‘shall, subject to and in accordance with the provisions of this 
Act, for all purposes of disposition, settlement on persons in succes 
sion or otherwise, transmission, devolution (including the right of 
the Crown or the Duke of Cornwall to bona vacantia), distribution 
and administration on death, have all the incidents of a chattel 
real estate held for a term of years certain, save that such estates 
shall continue in perpetuity and be called freehold estates in fee 
simple, while the land affected by this section may be referred to 
as freehold land. 

This assimilation of freehold to leasehold land is quite in 
accordance with precedent. Freehold estates borrowed the 
action of ejectment from the law of leaseholds, and 
similarly they now drop all their own peculiar in- 
cidents and put on the nature of chattels real One 
important result| follows, and the draftsman has noticed, 
too, that a qualification must be made Leaseholds are 
not within the Statute of Uses, and, neither, after 
this change, would freeholds be within it Hence the 
Statute is useless and is repealed, and with it, apparently, go 
most of the subtleties of conveyancing which have been invented 
during the last 300 years. And as to the qualification, this | 
relates to covenants remaining with the land. The doctrine of 
such covenants as between landlord and tenant is fundament 
ally different from the doctrine as between grantor and grantee 
To extend Spencer's case (5 Rep. l6c) to freehold land would 
have quite unintended consequences. Accordingly, the 
doctrine of covenants running with the land is expressly 





v. Brunswick Building Society (8 Q. B. D. 403) and Auster- 


berry v. Corporation of Oldham (29 Ch. D. 750). 
The assimilation of real estate to personal estate being thus 


accomplished, clause 2 defines the estates—the most important 


being the fee simple and terms of years—which alone will be 
recognized as legal estates. All other estates, whether now 
existing or hereafter created—such as a life estate—will be 
equitable estates. The importance of this, as regards equitable 
nterests created hereafter, is that they can only be created by 
way of trust for sale or settlement (clause 4 ; this is sufficiently 
accurate for the present purpose), and in either case a purchaser 
under the trust or under the statutory powers incident to the 
settlement will take free from the equities This would 
seem to be in itself a sufficient protection to purchasers, but by 
clause 3 (1) of Schedule 4 (which regulates dealings with land 
held in trust for sale), it is expressly provided that a pur- 
chaser of a legal estate from trustees for sale shall not be con- 
cerned with the trusts affecting the proceeds of sale ; but, except 
in the case of a sale by a sole personal representative, or where 
the trustee is a corporation, the purchase money must not be 
paid to less than two trustees. In the words of the memo 
randym prefaced to the Bill, the scheme ‘‘ places all inerests in 
land, except legal estates in fee simple, or for a term of years 
absolute, behind a curtain consisting of either a trust for sale 
or a settlement, and frees a purchaser in good faith from any 
obligation to look behind the curtain.’’ The ‘ curtain ’’ 
analogy well expresses the principle on which the Bill is 
founded so far as it endeavours to simplify the transfer of land, 


i Schedule 8 shews how abstracts may be framed under the new 


system 

As was recommended by the Land Transfer Committee, 
mortgages are to take effect by way of demise (clause 13), and 
the provisions for working out this scheme are in Schedule 2. 
It has the result that the first mortgagee will no longer solely 
take the legal estate, leaving only equities for the mortgagor 
and subsequent incumbrancers. The mortgagor will retain a 
legal estate, and each mortgagee in succession, where the mort 
gages are formal, will have a like estate; though, in addition, 
equitable charges can be created. And provision is made for 
getting in any outstanding estate on a sale by a mortgagee 
This gets rid of the inconvenient restriction on a conveyance 
under a power of sale imposed by section 21 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, and will put an end to the difficulty of 
vetting in nominal reversions And undivided shares in land 

a fertile source of litigation and expense—will cease to be 
recognized as legal interests; the entirety of the land will be 
held on trust for sale, and the Partition Acts, thus becoming 
unnecessary, are abolished: clause 14 and Schedule 3. 

1 We have not space at present to state the provisions of the 
Bill as to settlements. These are contained in clauses 16 to 18, 
with the detailed provisions in Schedule 5 Shortly, the 
scheme is that a settlement inter vivos shall be effected by two 
’ and the ‘‘ trust. deed ’’—forms of 
The vesting deed will shew 


deeds—the ‘‘ vesting deed 
which are given in Schedule 9 
the person in whom the land is vested and who is able to 
exercise the statutory powers, and also the names of the persons 
who are trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts 
Apparently, therefore, it must be ascertained before this deed 
is executed who such person is, and questions which now arise 
only when it is desired to exercise the statutory powers will 
have to be settled by the Court at the outset Such person 
must be of full age Clause 17 allows all property, real or 
srsonal, to be entailed, though the entail will only take effect 
in equity. Clause 18 abolishes the rule that a contingent 
remainder must be supported by a particular estate of free- 
hold, though since the remainder must now be equitable, this 
seems unnecessary; and it also abolishes the old perpetuities 
rule, re-established by Whithy v. Mitchell (44 Ch. D. 85), that 
fter a life estate to an unborn person there cannot be a further 
imitation to his unborn child Since this rule applies to 
equitable limitations the pgovision will be effectual, and it 
closes one of the most controversial chapters in real property 


la Ww 





excluded, and freehold land will still be subject to Haywood 





Clause 24 abolishes the necessity for word of limitation in 




















eonvevauces of freehold land, though the assimilation of 
real to leasehold estate under Clause | seems already to 
have effected thi Part Il. makes numerous amendments in 
the Settled Land Acts, including provision for ascertaining 
who are the trustees for the purposes of the Acts of compound 
settlement Part ILI. make imendments in the Con 
veyanciag Acts, including the abolition of acknowledgments 
by married women: the registration, instead of enrolment, of 


disentailing irances the reconveyance of mortgages by 
indorsed receipt the ibstitution of 30 vears for 40 as the 
ength of title ind also, we are glad t ee, provision avoid 
ing stipulati ich prevent a purchaser trom employing bhi 
owl l tor * rt L\ onta ! nament r tne ‘Tru tee 
Act Part \ i i Vi ire not ea ve Part Vil pr 

vides for the nver nm ¢« perpet enewable leasehold 
into long tet der tne rules wive in Schedule 15, ana 
abolishe the ioctrine i ntere fey und Part VII 
aboli ie ! move iture nad ma ! v provisions as to 
descent on an intestas Rea! estate will be held by the per 
onal represe ntative on trust tor Ll¢€ with power! ot manage 
ment tall sale, and the residuary estate, both real and persona 

will go in accordance with new rules of succession, under which 
the estate, if not over £500 es t he surviving husband or 


wile; if over £500, to the surviving husband or wife for life, 


and then on the tatutory trust for the ssue These 
trusts are stated in clause 137; and there are further rules 
for other cases Part IX. substitutes a new Part I. of the 


Land Transfer Act, 1897: Part X. introduces amendments of 
the Land Transfer Act 1875 and 1897: and Part XI. con 


tains general! provision 





The Bill w necessal be a tter of careful study to 
every conveyance ind there t no practitione! who 
work will not be profoundly affect it We have bee 
unable in the regoing rematl ts o more than give very 
brief outline of if And the byect too extensive and com 
plicated for it to be possible to ex pre opinion whether the 
measure wi n tact create the impiicit it wl h it aim 
But, of course in ict onnectior mplicit i. relative 
term No change in the law can re er sunple matters which 
represent the mph its ne ! ine arrangements ¢ aern 
ocial life, and the question vhether the Bill, while tisfying 
these need ind arrangement tro f is much mphiet 
us the ibject 1s cay able « | he transfer of il it 
restricts the creation ot eval est ‘ i { shuts off a equities 
from the ew of the irchase M in that could hard 
be done sjeneficial interests in la re recognized and their 
creation encouraged ind the prote ifforded by trustees j 
trengthened tiere, rain, the t ‘ leal has been aimed at 
Criticism of the Bi vill be directed mainly to its machinery 
It 1s 1 carefu evised me ure or ae ling with a ibject of 
great importance, and we are not rprised at Lord BrrKen- | 


HEAD being proud to pilot through the Legislature the measure 
which is alrea we Known M CHI y’s Bill 


Designs Act, 1919. 
III 


Patents and 


}’; /’ atio sect | Z t the prin ip Act "4 © 
protect n to pat Lee mst t puenc ot } iblica 
tion |} r! 0 patent without h ! eave and consent, 
the matter published wa ierived ¢ obtained from hin ind 
subject if The le irnt of the pul it efore the date of hi 
ipplicat ic t l that ! ed tor and obtained 
protection for his inventiot ith all due diligence after lear? 
ing of the publicatior Section 13 the Act. of 1919 adds 


i proviso that the protection shall not extend to a patentee 
who has commercially worked his invention in the United 
Kingdom otherwise than for the purpose of reasonable trial 
of the invention prior to the application for the patent; but 


the proviso does not apply in the case of patents granted be 





fore the passing of the Act of 1919 
Term of Patent.-—The term for which a patent i 


hormal!y vranted is extended iron fourteen to sixteen 








years; and, subject to certain conditions and provisions, 
any patent, the original term of which had not expired at the 
ommencement of the Act of 1919, is to have effect 
is if the term mentioned therein was sixteen years 


insteal of fourteen years (section 6). The conditions 
give the benefit of the extension to a licensee whose 
icence was granted for the term of the patent; and a 
patent which would have expired before Ist January, 1920, 


is to be treated durnng the period of extension as if en 
torsed Licences f right Provision is also made for cases 

vhich a party to a contract with the patentee or any othien 
erson. entered into before 19th November, 1917, subjected 
to loss or liability by reason of the extension of the term of 


ny patent under the provisions of the section. 


The power of the Court to extend the term of a patent is 
henceiorth restricted to a turther term otf five years, or, in 
exceptional cases, ten years, i lieu of the corresponding 
periods of seven and fourteen years under the principal Act 
The Court may extend the period within 
vhich a petition for extension may be presented (section 7 (1) 
A new sub-section is added to section 18 of the principal Act 
extension by the Court) Under this new sub-section, where, 
by reason of hostilities between His Majesty and any foreign 
e patentee as such has suffered loss or damage, the 
Court, in considering its decision, may have regard solely to 
the loss or damage so suffered by the patentee; and the loss or 
damage includes loss of opportunity of dealing in or develop- 


ection 7 (2)) 


state, t 


ng his invention owing to the patentee having been engaged 
in work of national importance connected with such hostilities 
The application may be made by originating summons instead 
The sub-section does not apply if the patentee 
i subject. of such foreign State, or is a ompany the business 


t petition. 


reof is managed or controlled by such subjects, or is carried 


on wholly or mainly for the benefit of or on behalf of such 


Food’ and Medien A new provision is introduced 
vit regard to chemical products and substances intended 
food or medicine, but is applicable only to patents 

al tol attet the passing of the Act. (section 11) 

In the case of inventions relating to substances pre 
ired o7 pre luc ed by che mical pro esses ot intended for 


food or medicine, the specification is not to include claim 
for the substance itself, except when prepared or produced by 


¢ pecial Inethods r process of manufacture described and 


claimed, or by their obvious chemical equivalents. But a 
provis f some importance in practice is added, throwing, in 
effect, on a defendant the burden of proof that the patented 


process has not been used in producing substance which is 
of the same chemical composition and constitution as the new 
Provided that, in an 
ction for infringement of a patent where the invention relates 


1" ’ 
ibstance The proviso i is follows 


to the production of a new substance, any substance of the 
ime chemical composition and constitution shall, in the 
absence of proof to the contrary, be deemed to have been pr 
luced by the patented process 

Als in the case of a food or medicine, the comptroller ma 
rant licences under the patent ‘Tn the case of any patent 


f an invention intended for or capable of being used for 
the preparation or production of food or medicine, the comp 
troller shall. unless he sees good reason to the contrary, grant 
to any person applying for the same, a licence limited to the 
use of the invention for the purposes of the preparation ot 
(section 11 
2)) The sub-section goes on to prescribe certain matter: 
to which the comptroller is to have regard in settling the terms 
of the licence, and provides that any decision of the comptroller 


production ot ood or med ne, but not otherwise 


under the sub-section shall be subject to appeal to the Court 


(To he contmued.) 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Colonel Gretton presented a 
sill to amend the law relating to the sale and supply cf excisable liquor, 
the regulation of clubs, the penalties for drunkenness, and for other 


purpose elat ‘ » The Bill was read a first time 
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The Income Tax Commission. 
(Continued from page 306.) 
VII. 


Ove of the most interesting questions with which the Commission 
has had to deal is the partial exemption of co-operative societies 
from income tax. The evidence given by Mr. Micnaget F, Canim 
was «2 very interesting discussion of the question from the 
point of view of multiple-shop companies (pp. 886 et seqg.). The 
co-operative view was presented by Mr. Newman H. Cooper, Mr. 
Tuomas Goopwin, and Mr, Ropert Macinrosu (pp. 912 et. seq.), 
while the official view of the liability of co-operative societies was 
given by Mr. E. Stanrorp Lonpon, Deputy Chief Inspector of 
Taxes (pp. 947 et seq.). 

Mr. OauILL is solicitor to the Multiple-Shop Association, and 
though only admitted in 1909, he has had a much longer legal ex- 
perience; and his experience in connection with food control adds 
to his qualifications to deal with the subject. Mr. Coorer, who is 
an accountant, and the other witnesses (a banker and an accountant) 
in the same interest with him, represented the Co-operative Union 
of Great Britain and Ireland. The view of the ordinary traders is 
that the co-operative wholesale and distributing societies enjoy an 
unfair advantage in escaping assessment on profits under Schedule 
D. But the view of the co-operative societies is that, by virtue of 
their liability to assessment under Schedules A. and B., without 
getting the customary abatements, they in fact are taxed too heavily 
even without bringing in Schedule D. Which view is right does 
not seem to have been made very clear, and in the course of Mr. 
Lonpon’s evidence, which came after that of the interested wit- 
nesses, Mr. PretyMan is reported as saying (p. 964): — — 

“ 19.667. I, so far, have failed to make up my own mind 
clearly whether there is an unfair preference or whether there 
is not, and I think a good many members of the Commission 
will find themselves ‘in the same position, but I am perfectly 
certain that there is an appearance of unfair preference in the 
opinion of a large maumber of persons, and it would be very 
desirable to remove that.” : 

The best way to approach the subject is to commence with Mr. 
Lonpon’s statement of the position of the co-operative societies 
under Statute and Inland Revenue practice. These societies do not 
include certain bodies known as co-operative, but not registered 
under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893. such, for 
instance, as the Army and Navy Stores. But societies so registered 
have for many years been entitled to partial exemption under a 
provision now contained in section 39 (4) of the Income Tax Act, 
1918, which is as follows :— 

“A society registered under the Industrial and Provident 
Societies Act, 1893, shall be entitled to exemption from tax 
under Schedules C and D, unless it sells to persons not 
members thereof, and the number of its shares is limited by 
its rules or practice, but no member or person employed by 
the society shall be exempt from charge to the tax to which he 
would otherwise be liable.”’ 

To place a society outside this exemption the two conditions must 
be satisfied ; it must sell to non-members, and the number of its 
shares must be limited. Hence the mere fact of selling to non- 
members is not enough, and since in general the number of shares 
is unlimited, societies can sell to non-members without forfeiting 
the statutory exemption. Thus they are not liable on income 
arising under Schedule C. (income from Government securities), or 
Schedule D. (profits arising from trade), but they are liable under 
Schedules A. and B. (lands and buildings). The statutory exemp- 
tion of profits seems to imply, as Mr. Kerty—and also others— 
pointed out (p. 961, question 19,563), that the Legislature regarded 
a co-operative society as capable of earning profits within the mean- 
ing of the Income Tax Acts, and this was the view formerly taken 
by the Inland Revenue Commissioners (p. 963, question 19,629) 
But it was altered in consequence of the decision of the House of 
Lords in New York Life Tnswrance Co. v. Styles (14 App. Cas. 281) 
that moneys paid to members of a mutual society were not assess- 

-able to income tax. The view officially adopted in consequence of 
this decision was stated by Mr. Lonpon as follows (p, 953) : — 

“19,452. Under the principles of the Income Tax Acts the 
surplus which arises in a mutual concern from transactions 
with members (though it is sometimes described as a profit) is 
not a profit chargeable to Income Tax.’’ 


The question was considered by the Ritchie Committee in 1904, 
and the same view was taken. The moneys returned to members in 
respect of their purchases, though ordinarily called “dividend,” 
was said not to be profit, “but merely the return to members of 
sums which they have paid for their own goods in excess of the cost 
price,’’ and the Committee added that the practice was conducive 





to thrift, and they saw no reason for discouraging it. Profit might 
be made on dealings with non-members, but having regard to the 
small amount of such dealings and to the claims for exemption by 
the person to whom the profit would go, it was not worth while to 
ttempt to tax it. Hence the Committee did not think that any 
case had been made out for the alteration of the law. At the same 
time it would seem that members may be liable individually on 
dividends received by them, notwithstanding the statutory exemp- 
tion of the societies. This point is referred to below, 

In addition to their liability under Schedules A. and B., co 
perative societies are liable to deduct and pay over to the Revenue 
income tax on interest paid by them on deposits and loans; but 
since the interest is in general paid to persons entitled to exemp- 
tion or abatement, the practice has been adopted for convenience of 
allowing the societies not to deduct the tax, but to pay the interest 
n full, and then to furnish yearly to the Revenue Authorities a 
statement of the amount paid to recipients who, in the opinion of 
a responsible officer of the society, are in receipt of income exceed- 
ne £130 a year, se that the tax can be collected from them. 

According te tables prepared by Mr. Lonpon, the aggregate 
income tax paid by co-operative societies now under Schedules A. 
ind B ind on interest on share cap tal, loans and deposts is 
£466,000: if undistributed “ profits’ were brought in, it would be 
£619 000 ; and if al profits "’ were brought in, whether dist ibuted 
r not, it would be £1,024,000. But this is on the assumption 
that undistributed profits are taxed. as in the case of a company, at 
6s. in the £ and that the members of a co-operative society 
have in genera] small incomes 

Mr. Lonpon said in the course of his evidence (p. 965), that the 
Board of Inland Revenue had no leaning one way or the other. “I 
im not here to put forward any views in favour of one side or the 
other, but simply to state facts as far as I am in a position to do 
so.”’ Turning then to the witnesses who did not profess this im- 
partiality, we find Mr. Canrit, whom we have selected from the 
witnesses in the interest of the ordinary traders, challenging the 
view taken by the Ritchie Committee, and also by the Board of 
Inland Revenue, that the trad 


'e of co-operative societies does not 
result in profits which—apart from statute—are chargeable with 
neome tax { co-operative society, he pointed out—and he 
instanced a soviety at Plymouth—may carry on a great number 
f productive and distributive businesses which may earn profits at 
varving rates, or, in some cases, may make a loss. When then a 
uniform rate of dividend is paid to all purchasing members, it is 
mpossible to regard this as in any sense a return of the excess in 


the selling price of his purchase over the cost price In Mr 
CAHILL'S View a Cooperative society is simply a trader carrying on 
bnu«iness and making out periodical accounts which show in the 


rdinary way the resulting profits As regvards the decision in New 
York Life Tnsurance Co. vy. Styles, he says, that the multiplicity of 
co-operative business makes that case inayplical le Tt mignt avply 

to a society formed solely to sell a single commodity—say, sugar 
to its members ; but since no such society exists, the Cecision does 
not govern the present question. His view was brought out more 
clearly in cross-examination by Mr. Keriy, when it was pointed 
it (pv. 906) that there is no distinction between the trading of a co 
onerative society and of a company until you come to distr*bution, 
and then the distinction is that the distribution in the case of a 
npany is based unon "interest on the capital, and in the case of a 
society on the total trading of the particular member with the 
society. The greater part of Mr. Canti.’s examination, however, 
was conducted by Dr. Stamp, who differed from the witness in 
treating the probable gain to the revenue and the trouble in getting 
it as more important than the question of abstract justice as 
hetween traders and co-operative societies. There is the danger 
that the societies by lessening their prices mav cause the'r profits 
to diminish. so that there will be little or nothing to tax; while 
f there are taxable profits. the claims to return by members will be 
so numerous as to make the tax unproductive 
The first noint ic worth noticing more fully 
by Mr. Towpow. which we have quoted above show a cain to the 
revenue by bringing the profits of co-operative societies into charge, 
but it is expressly stated that this is on the assumption that the 
profits will not be reduced by making them liable to the tax Sut 
unless practical nsiderations make it impossible, the societies 
r-idht put thémselves outside the operation of the tax by selling 
I< at cost nrice: thonch. as it was no'nted ont, sales to non- 


members wonld have to stop. Thus at nv. 905 


18.230. Mr PREryMAN : Ww uld not that have a very re 
markable effect on trading? Tf anvbody could go into a co 
onerative store and buy things at cost there would not be much 
chance to sell anvthing ?—Tt would have thi« effect. that vou 
conld not carry on trading at all. hecanse when once vou 
started selling coods at actual cost. not only would the publie 
go ta yon. hut all the «mall retail tradere in the dictriet would 
huy you ont in half an hour.”’ 


The fienres given 








‘ 





a 





The question, however, whether the imposition of the tax would 


in fact have the effect of cutting off profits depends on various 

considerations— partly on the consideration that the societies might 

lose their attraction if there were no ‘‘dividends’’ coming to 
members. And whether the imposition of the tax would result 
in a gain to the revenue or not, Mr. CanILt advocated it as being 

necessary to remove a grievance (p. 907) 

‘18,277. There is a constant feeling throughout the country 
in all these trades that the co-operators are getting an unjust 
preference, and if that feeling is properly remedied and we are 
placed on an equal footing I do not see we should have anything 
to complain of at all. Lf the co-operators are placed upon the 
same footing as ourselves J] think the grievance would dis- 
appear.”’ 

Mr. Newman H. Coorer, and the other witnesses associated with 
him, naturally supported the official view that the trading of 
a co-operative society does not result in “‘ profits’; at any rate, so 
far as regards trading with members; while, according to their 
figures, the trading with nun-members is so small that for income 
tax purposes it is entirely negligible; and they urged that tie 
principle of exemption should be carried further (p. 915) 

“That co-operators, by paying tax upon share and loan 
interest and by the payment by their societies of taxation under 
Schedules A. and B., pay too much income tax, and that the 
present exemption from taxation at the source, in the case of 
Schedules ©, and D., should be extended to the -other 
Schedules 

It will be noticed that this only claims exemption from taxation 
at the source, and it was part of the case of these witnesses that 
the statutory exemption only applies to profits in the coffers of 
the society ; as soon as they are distributed in the way of dividend, 
the dividends are taxable in the hands of the recipients, unless they 
can claim exemption. But although the exemption of the societies 
from direct assessment is said to be merely a matter of adminis 
trative convemience, to avoid having to deal with a mass of claims 
for repayment, it has the practical effect that undistributed profits 
pay no tax at all. There is a prima facie case of unfairness as be- 
tween societies and companies, which Mr. Cooper met, in answer to 
Professor Vreou (p. 921). by saving that the undistributed profits 
of a company come out of an economic profit, and of a society out of 
surplus deposits. Mr. Cooper was questioned, too, about the 
taxation of the profits of municipal trading, which also involves 
the principle of mutvality, and he admitted that the two cases were 
analagous—that if societies were exempt, so also should be munici- 
pal ties (p. 924). There remains the question of how the revenue 
is to be raised if the acvantages af co operation lead to the conver 
sion «f all businesses into co-operative stores. But this the wit- 
nesses thought to be outside their province (p. 928). 

“ Our case is that our surplus arising out of trade is not a 
taxable profit ; and all we wish to put forward is that we think 
this surplus should not be taxed. Now, we do not wish to offer 
suggestions to the Commission as to how they are to find the 
revenue when we have stated our points.”’ 

Finally, we may note that, in the view of the societies. a tax on 
their surpluses would be a tax, not on income, but on savings, and 
would put their members in a different position from other tax- 
payers who pay on income. It cannot be said that there emerges 
fram the discussion any clear jndication of a solution of the probiem, 
whether on the grounds of principle or expediency. There are the 
questions whether the “ surplus ” on a society's trading is in the 
nature of profits or not—a matter on which much subtle argument 
took place ; and then, whether to extend the taxation of the societies 
would, in fact, bring in more revenue; and, lastly, whether. what- 
ever may be the abstract view of ‘ profits,” or the pecuniary effect 
of a change, an alteration is not required in order to allay a feeling 
that injustice is now being done as between the societies and 
ordinary traders 





Book of the Week. 
Digest —Mews’ Annual Digest of English Case Law, 1919. By 


AUBREY J. Spencer, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 15s. net 


The 7'imes understands that the Government have under considera- 
tion the transfer from the Home Office to the Ministry of Labour of the 
administration of the Factory Acts. The latter Department is now 
relieved very largely of the heavy work connected with demobilisation 
and resettlement, and it is felt that the supervision of labour in factories 
and workshops should come within the scope of its activities, especially 
having regard to the cognate powers proposed to be given to the “ Labour 
Department '’ under the Hours of Employment Bill. On the other hand, 
it is understood that under the provisions of the new Liquor Control 
Bill the Home Office will have an extended sphere of activity in con 
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Correspondence. 


Expenses of Production of Deeds. 
[To the Editor of the Sclicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—l have read with considerable interest the letter under this 
heal, which appeared in your issue of the 2lst ultimo, and should 
like to express my entire agreement with your view, set out under 
the head of ‘‘ Current Topics” in your issue of the 14th ulto., to 
the effect that in properly drawn contracts the liability of a 
purchaser to bear the expense of production of deeds in the posses- 
sion of mortgagees is expressly excluded. 

My society has printed and published “General Conditions of 
Sale ’’ ever since the year 1896, which are used at practically every 
sale in this district, and the annual sale of which is between 2,500 
and 3,000 comes. General Condition No. 23 of these conditions is 
is follows:—‘‘ Documents in the possession of a mortgagee, or 
incumbrancer or trustee of or for the property, or the vendor, shall 
for the purposes of section 3, sub-section 6, of the ‘ Conveyancing 
and Law of Property Act, 1881,’ be deemed to be in the vendor's 
possession, and the words ‘ mortgagee’ and ‘incumbrancer’ saall 
for the purposes‘of this clause have the same meaning as is given 
to those words by the interpretation clause af the said Act.”’ 

The condition in question has probably been more discussed than 
all the other general conditions put together, but the committee 
have always unanimously declined to alter it, their view being that 
while the vendor knows approximately what the cost of obtaining 
production of his documents of title is likely to amount to, and 
hence can allow for this expense when fixing his reserve price, the 
purchaser is quite unable even to guess whether any expense at all 
will have to be incurred in obtaining production of the documents 
which it will be necessary for him to see. At a few sales by auction 
in this area, a ypecial condition is inserted excluding the operation 
of General Condition No. 23. but this Special Condition, of course, 
puts a prospective purchaser on inquiry, and if he does not under- 
stand it leads him to consult his solicitor before the auction. 

H. C. DrytanD, Secretary. 

Berks, Bucks and Oxfordshire Incorporated Law Society, 

Reading. 1st March, 1920. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


O'ROURKE v. DARBISHIRE AND OTHERS. 26th, 27th and 29th 
January ; 26th February. 

Pracrice—Discov ERY —PROFESSIONAL Privitece—Co-T rustres—ONnF 

Trustes Actine as SouicrrorR TO ALL THE TRUSTEES—ALLEGATIONS OF 

FrRAUD—SUFFICIENCY OF ALLEGATION. 








{ solicitor, who was one of the trustees of a will, acted as solicitor 
for all the trustees 7 pon an order for diac overy, professional privdege 
was claimed by the trustees in respect of certain communications which 
had passed heween the aolicitor and hia co-truatees. 

Held, that the communications were privile ged, notwithstanding that 
the solicitor was a trustee of the will. 

Re Postlethwaite (35 Ch. D. 722) discussed. 

Semble, where illegality or fraud is put forward as a ground for de- 
feating the privilege atta: hing to the communications, it must be de- 
finitely charged. A mere suggestion of illegality or fraud is insufficient. 
Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal, reversing an order of 
Peterson, J., with reference to the production of certain documents as 
to which professional privilege was pleaded. Peterson, J., acting on 
the authority of Re Postlethwaite (35 Ch. D. 722), ordered the pro 

duction of the documents, but the Court of Appeal reversed that deci 

sion, holding that the documents were privileged. 

Tus Hovuse took time for consideration. 

Lord Frxtay, in moving the appeal should be dismissed, said the 
plaintiff's claim was to the estate of the late Sir Joseph Whitworth, 
who died in 1887, leaving property, real and personal, worth £1,000,000 
or more. The plaintiff claimed as representing the heiress-at-law and 
one of the two next-of-kin of the testator. The defendants were the 
representatives of the executors of the testator, and two ladies who were 
the executrices of the other next-of-kin of the testator, The affidavit 
of documents was. filed, and the defendants claimed that they were 
not bound to produce a number of documents on the ground of profes 

sionat privilege, and on thefurther ground that thedocuments related solely 


‘to the defendants’ case and not to the plaintiff's case, and did not 


in any way tend to support the plaintiff's case or to impeach that of 
the defendants’. The statement of claim alleged that Sir Joseph 
Whitworth left a will, dated 3rd December, 1884, and four codicils, and 
appointed the widow, Lady Whitworth, and two gentlemen trustees 
and executors. By his testamentary dispositions he gave the residue 
of his estate to his three executors beneficially, with an express declara- 





nection with the licensing laws 
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— 
they were aware, yet he did not intend to impose on them any trust 
or obligation such as could be enforced at law. The statement of 
claim alieged that the trustees and executors took the residuary estate 
upon a secret trust, which was never defined, or was invalid by reason 
ot the Mortmain Acts or otherwise (so that there would be a result 
ing trust for the heir-at-law and next-of-kin); and, further, that if 
the trustees and executors took for their own use and benefit, the dis 
positions had been obtained by them from the testator by fraud. Par 
ticulars were delivered stating that the fraud was in devising and 
carrying out the scheme embodied in the will and codicils, whereby the 
testator was left in the belief that his wishes as to the disposal of the 
residue of the estate for educational purposes would be carried out by 
the executors, whereas they intended to appropriate the greater part ot 
the testator’s estate for their own use. The statement of claim turther 
alleged that the exeguwrs had obtained a release by concealing from 
the other parties to the deed the real facts. The claim made in the 
action was that Whitworth’s executors should be declared to be trus 
tees for the heiress-at-law and next-of-kin of the testator, and that 
the deed of release should be declared not to be binding. Against the 
interlocutory order made by the Court of Appeal the plaintiff con 
tended (1) that the professional privilege claimed for the documents 
in question did not exist, the solicitor being himself one of the trus 
tees and executors; (2) that he had what was called a ‘ proprietary 
right ’’ as one of the cestuis que trust to see all documents relating to 
the trust; and (3) that no privilege existed where the communication 
had been made for the purpose of carrying out a fraud, and that thi 
was the case with regard to these documents. In his lorship’s opinion, 
these points should be answered thus : (1) Mr. Darbishire was solicitor 
for the trust, and the privilege was claimed for communications that 
had passed between him as solicitor and his co-trustees. Peterson, J., 
held, on the authority of Postlethwaite’s case (supra), that there could 
be no privilege where the solicitor consulted was himself one of the trus 
tees. That proposition was erroneous in law, and was not involved 
in the decision of North, J., in that case. Trustees were entitled to 
consult a solicitor with reference to the affairs of the trust, and the 
communications between them and their legal adviser were privileged 
if for the purpose of obtaining legal advice. Why should such com 
munications be less privileged because the solicitor was himself one 
of the trustees? There was no valid distinction between such com 
munications with the solicifor, who was himself a trustee, and such 
communications with a solicitor who was outside the trust altogether 
Uf course, the privilege was confined to communications genuinely fot 
the purpose of getting legal advice. (2; Assuming that the plainiiff 
was the representative of the heir and next-of-kin, it did not follow 
that he was a cestui que trust. By the will and codicils, the property 
was expressed to be given to the trustees and executors absolutely, free 
from any trust. His lordship was further of opinion that, as the alleged 
fraud had yet to be proved, so long as the deed of release stood the 
plaintiff could not be a cestui que trust. It would, in such circumstances 
be absurd to say that privilege could be got rid of merely by makin 
a charge of fraud. The Court, in every case, would have to decide if 
the charge was made honestly, and with sufficient probability of its 
truth, to make it right to disallow the privilege claimed. His lord 
ship then dealt with the question whether certain documents, numbered 
434, 436 and 437 were open to inspection, and came to the conclusion 
that the inclusion of these items in the order of the Court of Appeal, 
exempting the documents from production, was due to inadvertence 
He therefore thought that the appeal should be allowed as regarded 
these items, otherwise that the appeal should be dismissed. 

Lords SumNER, PARMoor and Wrenbury gave judgment to the same 
effect on the general question, but differed from Lord Finlay as to the 
special items. Appeal dismissed with costs.—CounseL, for the appel 
lant, Hughes, K.C., J. B. Matthews, K.C., and Beddall; for the 
respondents, J’omlin, K.C., Hogg, K.C., and Dighton Pollock. Soxici 
tors, Edmond O'Connor & Co.; Pennington d: Son, for Tatham, Worth- 
ington d& Co,, Manchester. 

[Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Court of Appeal. 


RUSH v. RUSH, BAILEY AND PIMENTA. No.1. 17th February. 
Divorce—Practice—Service ON Co-RESPONDENTS—ALLEGED ADUL 
TERERS ALIENS AND Out or JuRISDICTION—MoTION ror Leave TO 
DIsPENSE WITH THEIR CiTaTION—RuiGut or Responpent To Be Hearv 
on Motion—Martrimoniat Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), 

ss. 28, 42. 

The Court has jurisdiction under the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, 
&. 42, over foreign residents abroad, and on a husband's petition for 
dissolution of marriage, charging his wife with adultery with named 
persons, the fact that those persons are foreigners and resident abroad 
gives them no right to be dismissed from the suit if they appear, on 
the ground that a judgment against them for damages might remain 
unsatisfied. The Court, however, may, in the exercise of its discre- 
tion, dispense with service on such persons where it may seem neces 
sary or expedient so to do. 

Upon a motion by a petitioning husband to dispense with service 
— co-respondents, the wife has a right to appear and be heard, i} 
she desires. 

Rayment v. Rayment (1910, P. 271) approved 

Appeal by the petitioner (the husband) in a divorce suit from a 
decision by Sir Henry Duke, P., on a motion by the petitioner for 





leave to dispense with service of the petition on the alleged adulterers, 
and to be excused from making them co-respondents to the suit, on 
the ground that, though their identity was known, they were both 
foreigners out of the jurisdiction, and their present whereabouts could 
not be ascertained with any certainty. The husband petitioned for 
dissolution on the ground of the wife's adultery with two men at 
Lisbon, one Bailey, an American, and said to be attached to the Ameri- 
can Embassy in Portugal, and the other Pimenta, a Portuguese. He 
alleged that his wife had written to him confessing her misconduct, 
Lhe wife denied the adultery, and defended the suit. Sir H. Duke, 
P., in a considered judgment (ante, p. 293), dismissed the motion fol- 
lowing the decision of Sir Samuel Evans, P., in Hayment v. Rayment 
1910, P. 271 He said it was not a sufficient ground for dispensing 
with service that the co-respondent, if a foreigner living out of the 
jurisdiction, could appear and ask to be dismissed from the suit and 
given his costs, even though, in a case where damages were claimed, a 
judgment against him for damages might remain unsatisfied, The 
petitioner also « ntended, relying on Dobson vy. Dobson (1916, P. 110), 
that the respondent had no right to be heard on such a motion, The 
President aiso overruled this contention Lhe petitioner appealed, 

fuse Court dismissed the appeal 

Lord Srernpate, M.R., said that the real point taken was that 
foreign residents abroad were not subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Court, and that a foreign co-respondent was entitled as of right to 
come to the Court and ask to be dismissed from the suit and be given 
his costs, and therefore that the Court would not make an order which 
would expose the petitioner to such a farce, besides putting him to 
| The case, however, might be different where 


considerable expense 


damages were claimed against a co-respondent. The late President 
(Sir Samuel Evans) decided in an exhaustive judgment in Rayment v. 
Rayment and Stuart supra that a fore ign core sponde nt, though he 

iid be dispensed with or dismissed from the suit, was not entitled 
to demand as of right that he should be dismissed from the suit. If 


the Court agreed with that decision, then one of the grounds of the 
appeal disappeared. 1 hey had been referred to a series of cases pre- 
ceding Rayment v Rayment (supra) shewing how the practice of dis- 
Missing a Co respondeut residing abroad from the suit arose. In his 
tordship’s opinion, the learned President was right in saying that that 
was not a correct practice having regard to the law. ‘lhe matter 
turned on the language of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857. Section 
27 provided that it should be lawful for a husband to present a petition 
for dissolution of marriage on the ground of his wife's adultery, and 
by section 26 he was required to make the alleged adulterer a co-respon 
dent to the petition uniess on special grounds he was excused by the 
Court from doing so. Section 33 enabled the husband to claim damages 
from an adulterer, and provided that the petition was to be served on 
the adulterer and the wife unless the Court should dispense with such 
service, Sections 27 and 28 appeared to be the modern substitute for 
the old suit for a decree of divorce a@ mensa et thoro, and section 3% 
for the old common law action of “criminal conversation.’" Mere no 
damages were claimed, so the consideration of section 33 might be eet 
aside. Then, by section 42; “‘ Every such petition shall be served on 
the party affected thereby, either within or without her Majesty s 
Dominions, in such manner as the Court shall, by any general or special 
order, from time to time direct, and for that purpose the Court shall 
have all the powers conferred by any statute on the Court of Chancery ; 
provided always, that the said Court may dispense with such service 
altogether in case it shall seem necessary or expedient so to do.’ 
Therefore any person, not only a British subject, might be made a 
co-respondent to a divorce petition, and such petition might be served 
either in or out of his *Majesty’s Dominions, He (his lordship) en- 
tirely agreed with the decision of Sir Samuel Evans that the effect of 
the statute was that the Court was given a statutory jurisdiction over 
persons who might be abroad, although in their case a judgment award- 
ing damages against them might not be able to be satisfied. If that 
were right, then no co-respondent had any right to come and ask to be 
dismissed from the suit. That opinion was elaborated very much more 
fully by the late President in HKayment v. Rayment, and as he (his 
lordship) agreed with it, he did not feel called on to add much to it. 
The ground on which co-respondents had in the past been dispensed 
with—namely, that they could ask as of right to be dismissed from 
the suit—had disappeared. The Court often provided that informal 
notice should be given to a co-respondent abroad in order that he 
might have the opportunity of appearing and clearing his character. 
There was no reason why the ordinary method of giving him notice 
by citing him should not be followed. The learned Presiaent was right 
in saying that, in the absence of special grounds, the petition ought to 
be served on the co-respondents. By so deciding his lordship did not, 
however, in the least mean to fetter the discretion of the judges ‘n 
the Probate and Divorce Division. There might be cases wets such 





| 


service would be unnecessary, and others where it would be impos- 
sible. Here the learned judge had not seen fit to exercise his discre- 
tion by dispensing with service, and the Court could not interfere with 
his decision. That left only one further point. It had been contended 
that the respondent had no right to appear on the motion, and several 
cases were cited to shew that she had no such right. It appeared that 
the ordinary practice was to make such motions ez parte The Court 
had no wish to interfere with a practice which in most cases was con- 
venient. But there was no rule of law or practice which prevented 
the respondent from being heard on such a motion. It might be very 
important to hear her, and the judge might very well say in any parti- 
cular case that she ought to be heard. The appeal must be dismissed. 
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Warrtnoton, L.J., delivered judgment to tne same effect, referring 
to the judgment of Sir 8. Evans, P., in Rayment v Rayment (supra, at 
p. 291), and Youncer, L.J., con arred.—Counser, Grazebrook; 7. 
Bucknill. Soxicrrons, Cunliffe, Blake, d& Moseman; Jaques & Co., 
for Pennington & Iigson, Liverpool 


[Reported by H. Laneronp Lewis, Barrieter-at-Law.) 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re SMITHS PATENTS. Sargant, J. 20th February. 

Parent—Appiication For Protoncation—Time For PEkTITIONING 

Ervect or Statutory PRoLONGATION—PatTeNnts AND Desicns ACT, 

1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 29), ss. 17 anv 18—Parents anp Desicns Act, 1919 

(9 & 10 Gero. 5, c. BO), s. 6 

Where an application for prolongation of a patent had heen prepared 
and he advertisements required hefore the 
Act for extending the duration of patents for two years was passed a few 
days before the petition was fled, thereby rendering the petition pre 
mature 


petition issued, and a new 


Held, that, even though the expenses of advertising would be thrown 
away, the petition must stand over gener ily, 


with liberty to apply to 
reatore later on 


This was a question of whether a petition should be heard or should 


stand over, having regard to the following facts The Patents and 
Designs Act, 1907, « 17, limits the time for the duration of a 
patent to fourteen years By the Patents and Designs Act, 1919, s 


6, which received the Royal Assent on 23rd December, 1919, this term 
was increased from fourteen to sixteen years. Smith held a patent 
which, according to the old Jaw, would expire in July, 1920. He wished 
to have the term extended, and accordingly issued, before the Act of 
1919 had passed, the advertisements required before he could petition 
the Court for a prolongation of his patent. Very shortly after the Act 
had been passed he filed his petition for prolongation, and asked that 
directions might be given for the petition to be heard soon. He had 
incurred expense in preparing and advertising it, and if the petition 
stood over for long, expert evidence now available might be irrecover 
able The Board of Trade contended that the Court had two things 
to consider—the nature and merits of the invention in relation to the 
yublic, and whether the patentee nad been adequately remunerated by 
fis patent. The second question could not be decided till after the 
patent had more or less run its course, and as the effect of the new Act 
was merely statutorily to extend the time, the application was prema 
ture, and could not be dealt with, but should be adjourned eine die, or 
for two vears 

Sarcant, J., after stating the facts, said : This patent has two years 
to run from July, 1920, since section 6 of the Act of 1919 has extended 
the period for which the patent is in existence from fourteen to sixteen 
years. An application two years before expiration for prolongation 
would, under the ordinary practice, be refused as premature. The 
great reason for prolonging a patent is that the patentee has not been 
thereby adequately remunerated, but the question whether he has been 
so remunerated cannot he entertained till nearly the end of the original 
period for which the patent was granted. No special reason for depart 
ing from the ordinary practice is here shewn, except that expenses have 
been incurred in advertising the intended petition and preparing it. 
The former may, no doubt, be a loss, but it is to be hoped that the 
latter will not be thrown away. The proper course is to adjourn the 
petition generally, with liberty to apply to restore it later on.—CowunseL, 
J. Hunter Gray, K.C., and Robert Frost; J. Austen-Cartmell.. Sort- 
ctrors, W.J. & HB. H. Tremellen : Solwitorsa for the Board of Trade 


[Raported by Leonarp Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


JORDY v. VANDERPUMP. Peterson, J. 29th and 30th January ; 
2nd and 3rd February. 
Souticriron—AGent ror INsuRANcE ComMPANyY—Po icy on Lire or CLIENT 


—COMMISSION—CLIENT’S KNOWLEDGE AND Consent To His Takinc 
CoMMISSION—WRITTEN EVIDENCE. 


The onus is on @ solicitor to shew by some evidence in writing that 
hia client knew of and consented to his receiving and retaining for his 
Own Use COMMISION paid hy an ineurance company to him in re spect of 
annual premiums payable on a policy taken out on the life of hia client 

Copp v. Lynch (26 Soxicrrors’ Journa., 348 applied 


This was an action in which several questions arose, only one of 
which is here reported, that question being whether a solicitor who was 
agent of an insurance company and had effected with the company an 
endowment policy on the life of his client to enable the latter to carry 
through a mortgage transaction with other clients of the solicitor, is 
entitled to receive and retain for his own use the commissions paid 
by the company to him in respect of the annual premiums on the policy.- 
The solicitor, in his evidence, said that when discussing with his client 
the question of effecting the policy, he told his client that he would 
get a commission for himself, and that his client agreed. The client 

enied that any such conversation ever took place, or that he ever 
knew that his solicitor would receive any commission. 

Pererson, J., after stating the facts, and in the course of his judg 
ment, said :—The question relating to these commissions depends upon 
whether the client knows that his solicitor is to receive them and 
consents to it. On that question there is a direct conflict of testimony 


between the solicitor and the client, and I am not at all satisfied that 
the solicitor’s recollection is correct. One thing, however, is clear, and 
that is that if a solicitor intends to receive and retain commissions 
such as those in dispute, he should obtain at the time some evidence in 
writing that he is entitled to receive and retain for his own use com- 
missions so paid, and that his client knows of the fact and consents to 
it. In circumstances such as those under consideration, the onus is on 
the solicitor, and | am not satisfied that the client knew that the 
solicitor would receive these commissions. On the cases cited, Copp 

Lynch (26 Soxtcrrors’ JournaL, 348), Workman vy. London and 
Lancashire Fire Insurance Co. (1903, 19 T. L. R. 360), and Re Lord 
Berwick, Berwick v. Lane (1899, 81 L. T. 722), and upon principle, it 
is clear that in the circumstances the solicitor cannot, as against his 
client, retain the commissions, and that he is bound to refund them.— 
CounseL, Patrick Hastings, K.C., and Chetwynd Leech; Hughes, K.C.., 
and J. G. Wood. Soticrrors, Hutchinson & Cuff; P. G. Vanderpump. 


[Reported by Lronarp Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HEARTS OF OAK LIFE AND GENERAL ASSURANCE CoO. 
(LIMITED AND REDUCED). P. O. Lawrence, J. 3rd February. 


Company—OpnJects—Perrsons HAVING A Ricut TO Oppose ALTERATION 
Companies (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), s. 9, sus- 
SECTION 3. 

The Court, in sanctioning alterations of the objects of a company, must 
always assume, unless the contrary is proved, that the company’s busi 
ness ia to be carried on in a proper and legitimate way. Accordingly, 
the Court, on a petition to alter the objects of the above company x0 
as to permit the company “ to insure payment during sickness or in 
capacity,” declined to hear the Hearts of Oak Benefit Society. who 
appeared to oppose the petition, as being ** affected by the alteration 
within section 9, sub-section 3 (a), of the C'ompanies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908, and who wished to say that the Court, by enabling the company (9 
carry on this class of business similar to their own, would be putting the 
company mea position to deceive the public. 

This was a petition to alter the objects in the memorandum of asso 
ciation of a company, and the only question of interest for this report 
was as to whether a certain society had the right to be heard on it 
The facts were as follows :—The company was incorporated as a com 
pany with limited liability in the year 1903; and its objects, as included 
in its memorandum, included life, fire and accident insurances. In 1919 
it was resolved, by special resolution of the company, that its objects 
should be altered so as to enable it, among other things, ‘to insure 
payment during sickness or incapacity.’’ At the hearing of the petition 
for confirmation of this proposed alteration, the Hearts of Oak Benefit 
Society, a registered friendly society, and an approved society, appeared 
to oppose. Their ground of opposition being that the interests of the 
society would be “ affected by the alteration ’’ within section 9, sub 
section 3 (a), of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, because the 
company, bearing as it did a similar name to that of the society, would 
thereby be enabled to carry on that kind of business carried on by the 
society since 1842—namely, providing for sickness benefits during ill- 
ness or incapacity. The company objected that the society was not en 
titled to be heard on this petition. 

P. O. Lawrence, J., after stating the facts, said : A novel point of 
practice has been raised on this petition under section 9 of the Com 
panies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, for the sanction of the Court to an 
extension of the objects of the company. Before confirming the altera- 
tion, the Court must be satisfied that sufficient notice has been given 
under section 9, sub-section (3) (a), to the debenture holders, and to 
‘ any persons or class of persons whose interest will, in the opinion of 
the Court, be affected by the alteration.’’ Thé true meaning of that 
sub-section is tnat notice must be given to any persons or class of per- 
sons who had an interest in the company which might be affected by the 
alteration. The sub-section does not apply to persons outside the com 
pany whose interests may be affected because they are rival traders 
This is confirmed by sub-section 5 of the same section, which indicates 
that the persons contemplated are members and creditors of the com- 
pany. The society claims that its interests will be affected injuriously 
owing to similarity of the names of the society and the company, and 
contend that by enabling the company to carry on a competing business 
the Court will be putting the company in a position to deceive the 
public. There is really nothing in this point. The Court, in sanctioning 
alterations of the objects of a company, must always assume, unless 
the contrary is proved, that the company’s business is to be carried on 
in a proper and legitimate way. For the reasons already stated I 
must decline to hear the society on the petition—CounseL, Mossop; 
Jenkins, K.C., and Frederick Whinney. Sotacrrors, F. 8. 
Sparks, Whitehouse, Russell, & Co. 

[Reported by Lronanp Mar, Barristerat-Law.] 


. . , . - . 
High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
CITY OF BRADFORD AND SMITH v. WEBSTER. A. T. Lawrence, J. 

12th February. 

Tort—MASTER AND SeERVANT—NEGLIGENCE oF Driver—INJvury TO 
ConsTABLE—ACTION By CORPORATION—MEASURE OF Damacrs—Loss oF 
Service—Waces—Pension—PeEnsi1on Funp—Powice Act, 1890 (53 
& 54 Vict. c. 45), s. 1 (pb). 

A constable in the service of the plaintiff corporation waa injured 
while he was regulating street traffic, through the negligent driving of 


Wingent ; 





the defendant's servant, The corporation paid the constable full wages 
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ior eléven months after the accident, in the expectation that he would 
ze able to resume his duties; but it was then found that he was per- 
manently incapacitated. The constable was entitled, in case he should 
be rmanently injured in the execution of his duty, to a pension of 
£99 a year, and this was awarded to him by the corporation, By the 
terms of his service the constable was entitled to a pension 6f £67 a 
year on his attaining the age of fifty-two, and at the time of the acer 
dent his age was thirty mine The pensions were payable out of a 
pension fund under the Police Act, 1890, provided by contributions 
from various sources, one of them being 24 per cent. deducted from the 

of constables. The contribution of the was only 
about 31} per cent. of the whole fund. In an action by the corporation 
for the damages they had sustained by the loss of the constable’s 
services, 


Held, that they were entitled to recover (1) the full wages pea d to 
the constable until it was ascertained that his incapacity was perma 
nent ; (2) for the loss sustained by them by the payment of the pension 
from the pension fund to the constable owing to his becoming perma 
nently incapacitated. 


Action tried by A. T. Lawrence, J., without a jury. The plaintiffs 
severally claimed damages against the defendant tor the negligent 
driving of the defendant's servant, whereby the plaintiff, Smith, who 
was a constable in the service of the plaintiff corporation, was injured 
whilst he was regulating the traffic in a street in Bradford. The de 
fendant admitted the negligence. The corporation alleged that they 
had lost the services of Smith, and under the Police Act, 1890 (53 & 
54 Vict. c. 45), s. 1 (d), had been compelled to award him the pension of 
£99 a year due to a constable incapacitated in the execution of his 
duty. ‘They claimed (1) wages amounting to £185 paid to Smith from 
4th September, 1917, to 8th October, 1918, whilst it was not known 
whether his incapacity would be permanent; (2) for the annual pension 


‘ or} oration 


of £99 on permanent incapacity from the latter date, when he was 
found to be so incapacitated. These two sums amounted to over £1,000 
The defendant contended that neither of these two heads of damage 


Was a consequence of the loss of services, and also that both were too 


remote ; but paid into court £310 in satisfaction of the claim of the 


defendant Smith. Smith was entitled to full pay during 
sickness. On his reaching the age i of fifty-two he was 
entitled to a pension of £67 a year; and if incapacitated in 


the execution of his duty, to a pension of £99 a Chis pension 
was provided out of a pension fund instituted by the corporation under 
the Police Act, 1890, and regulations thereunder: and there 
various statutory sources from which the fund was formed and main 
tained, one of them being a deduction of 24 per cent. from the pay of 
the constables under the Police Act, 1890. The City of Bradford 
contributed only about 31} per cent. of the fund. For the defence 
it was alleged that there was no case of the kind in which demages had 
been recovered for loss of services. The case of Admiralty Commis 
sioners vy. Owners of as. Amerika (61 Souicrrors’ Journan, 158; 1917, 
A. C. 38) was cited for the judgments of Lord Parker and Lord Sumner, 
who had dealt with a similar question, and 7% was contended that their 
reasonings supported the case of the defendant 


year 


were 


A. T. Lawrence, J., in a reserved judgment, said it had been argued 
for the defendant that both the heads of damages as to wages paid to 
Smith while incapacitated, and the pension paid to him when it was 
found he was permanently unfit to discharge his duties, were too 
remote. It was admitted that the plaintiffs could recover for the loss 
of the services of Smith, but it was argued that neither of the matters 
claimed were any measure of the loss of those services. His lordship, 
after stating the facts, said he found that it was reasonable to con- 
tinue to pay Smith his wages until 7th October, 1918, in order to ascer- 
tain whether he might not recover sufficiently to resume duty. As to 
the claim to recover in respect of the pension, it was a novel one in his 
(his lordship’s) experience It was clear that Smith had become 
chargeable on the pension fund solely by reason of the injuries caused 
by the defendant’s servant; and it was not disputed that he became 
entitled to the pension of £99 granted him. What was contended was 
that a pension was too remote in law to become a subject of considera 
tion in the assessment of damages; and for that contention observa 
tions of Lord Parker of Haddington and Lord Sumner, in the case of 
#8. Amerika (supra), were relied on. In that case the pensions paid 
to the relatives of the deceased were ‘‘ compassionate allowances ”’ 
voluntarily paid by the Lords of the Admiralty to the relatives of the 
deceased, and were not sums which the Admiralty were under any 
legal obligation to pay: The case itself, therefore, was no authority 
here, as was frankly admitted by the defendant’s counsel. But the 
dicta quoted did cover the present case, and they must be considered 
and followed, if they were in accordance with principle. It was true, as 
they said, that that which the plaintiffs had lost by reason of the 
tort was the then future services of their servant, and that what they 
must be compensated for was the value of that which they had lost. A 
pension might no doubt be properly regarded as payment for past 
services, but that fact did not exclude it from consideration in esti- 
mating the value of the services lost ; but for the injuries, the services 
of the constable would have been as valuable after the date of the 
injuries -as they were before that time. The cost of the services to the 
plaintiff corporation was pay, plus the plaintiff’s contribution to the 
pension fund. No ground was suggested for holding that the services 
were not worth what was paid for them. If that were so the services 
which were lost were worth pay, plus right to pension. Both would 
not accrue for payment at the same time, but pay would be due while 








APPRUVED and COMMENDED by /eadiag EXPERTS 
for the REMEDIAL TREATMENT of all grades of 
MENTAL DEFECT.  - 


The ROYAL EARLSWOOD INSTITUTION 


is a REAL HOME for those UNDEVELOPED persons 

of both sexes who need kind contro! and expert 

supervision in Good Schools, Farm, Kitchen Gardea 
and Manual training. 

Trust Funds are available for the Children of Barristers, 
Solicitors, and Cl rgy of Church of Bagiand. 

Admission on Inclusive Fees. If whole cost cannot be paid, 
by votes of Subscribers, with part-paymeat. No eompetitien, 
only a smali detinite number of votes required. 

Legacies as Endowments create permanent benefits. 













ces 14-16, Ludgate ott, 


elephone: 5: 


Fu'l information of Mr, H. HOWARD, 
London, E.C. 4. 












ipacity continued, and pension would become due, if and 


temporary ink s 
when it became apparent that the incapacity was permanent. The 
right to the statutory pension at the age of fifty-two, and upon in- 
capacity at an earlier age, was just as much the consideration for the 
services of a constable as the wages themselves, and he (his lordship) 
did not doubt that police authorities could not obtain the services of 
men of suitable class and adequate intelligence at the present rate of 
wages without the existing pension provisions. On the other hand, the 
full amount paid to the injured constable by way of pension could not 
be recovered by the plaintiffs, or even taken consideration, in 
assessing their damages, as it was an expense that did not fall upon 
the plaintiffs, 684 per cent. being contributed from other sources. It 
might be said that the plaintiffs did not lose even that portion of the 
as a constable, and 


into 


pension, as another man would have been engaged 

he would make contributions to the fund similar to those made by the 
injured man. But it was clear that if, by reason of injuries, constables 
in excess of the actuarial normal were thrown upon the fund, the ex 
penses of their pensions would fall upon the borough by section 19 of 
the Police Act, since it had to make good any deficiency His lordship 
said he did not think it was right, or that it would be possible to assess 


the damages in respect of pension arithmetically, as there were 40 
many contingencies that could not be foreseen. The things that were 
certain were that the constable’s right of pension was accelerated by 


his injuries, and that it became payable at a higher rate in consequence 
thereof. Those were matters which a jury ought to take into considera- 
tion in considering the loss thrown upon the plaintiffs by having to 
find an untrained man to supply the place of a fully-qualified and ex- 


perienced constable. He (his lordship) came to the conclusion that, 
as a jury, he should be amply compensating the plaintiff corpora 
tion if he assessed the damages at £335 Os. 10d.—that was to say, £150 
in addition to the £185 Os, 10d. paid to Smith while his injuries were 
deemed to be temporary, and he gave judgment for £335 Os, 10d. 
accordingly, with a stay on the usual terms.—CounsegL, Sir /. Newbolt, 
K.{ and Frank Beverley, for the plaintiffs; Lowenthal, for the de 
fendant. Soricrrors, V. L. Fleming, Bradford; F. G. &d H. EB Smith, 
Bradtord 


acting 


[Reported by G. H. Knorr, Barristerat Law.) 


New Orders, &c. 


Orders in Council. 
THE COPYRIGHT ACT, 1911 


tecitals. | 


Now, therefore, His Majesty, by and with the advice of His Privy 
Council, and by virtue of the authority conferred upon Him by the 
Copyright Act, 1911, is pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered, as 
tollows: 

1. The Copyright Act, 1911, shall, subject to the provisions of the 
said Act and of this Order, apply to works first published in the United 
States of America between the lst August, 1914, and the termination of 
the war, which have not been republished prior to the commencement 
of this Order in the parts of His Majesty's Dominions to which this 
Order applies, in like manner as if they had been first published within 
the parts of His Majesty’s Dominions to which the said Act extends; 

Provided that the enjoyment by any work of the rights conferred by 
the Copyright Act, 1911, shall be conditional upon publication of the 
work in the Dominions to which this Order relates not later than six 
months after the termination of the war, and shall commence from and 
after such publication, which shall not be colourable only, but shall be 
intended to satisfy the reasonable requirements of the public. 

2. The provisions of Section 15 of the Copyright Act, 1911, as to the 
delivery of books to libraries, shall apply to works to which this Order 
relates upon their publication in the United Kingdom. 

5. In the case of musical works to which this Order relates and pro- 
vided that no contrivances by means of which the work may be mechani- 
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cally performed have before the commencement of this Order been 
lawfully made, or placed on sale, within the parts of His Majesty's 
Dominions to which this Order applies, copyright in the work shall 
include all rights conferred by the said Act with respect to the — 
of records, perforated rolls and other contrivances by means of which 
the work may be mechanically performed 

4. This Order shall apply to all His Majesty’s Dominions, 
and Possessions, with the exception of those hereinafter named, that is 


Colonies 


to Bay 


The Dominion of Canada ; 


The Commonwealth of Australia ; 
The Dominion of New Zealand ; 
The Union of South Afnrica; 


Newfoundland. 

5. Nothing in this Order shall be construed as depriving any work of 
any rights which have been lawfully acquired under the provisions of 
the Copyright Act, 1911, or any Order in Council thereunder. 

6. This Order shall take effect as from the 2nd day of February, 1920 


which day is in this Order referred to as the commencement of this 
Order. 

And the Lords Commissioners of ‘His Majesty's Tre ssury are to give 
the necessary orders accordingly. 

9th February (Gazette, 10th February 

SUMMER TIME 

Whereas by the Summer Time Act, 1916, as amended lime 
Ireland) Act, 1916, it is provided that during the prescribed period in 
each year im which the tormer Act is im force the time for genera 
purposes is to be one hour in advance of Greenwich Mean Time; and 
it is further provided that His Majesty may, in any year subsequent 
to the year 1916, by Order in Council made during the continuance of 
the present War, declare the former ‘Act to be in force during that 


year, und in such case the prescribed peri d for that year shall be such 
period as may be fixed by Order in Council : 

Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the 
His Privy Council, to dec and it is hereby declared, that the Summer 
Time Act, 1916, as so amended as aforesaid, shall be in force during the 
year 1920. amd the prescribed period in that year shall be from two 
o'clock in the morning Greenwich Mean Time on Sunday, the 28th day 
of March, until two o'clock rning Greenwich Mean Time on 
Monday, the 27th d ry of September 


2nd March 


advice of 


in the m 


2nd M irc! 


i,azell: 


POSTPONEMENT OF GOVERNMENT OF IRELAND 


ACT, 1914 


FURTHER 


Recitals 
Now, therefore 
No steps shall be 
1914, into operation until the 
after the termination of the eig 
the recited Orders, 
has previously ended, nor, if at the expiration 
present War has not ended, until such later date, not being later 
than the end of the present War, as may hereafter be fixed by Ordet 
in Council 


2nd March. 


«X «ee hereby ordered, that 


taken to put the Government of Ireland Act, 
expiration of a period of six months 
hteen months and eight periods of 
unless the present War 


six months mentioned in 
f that period the 


2nd March 


[Gazette 


Ministry of Health Order. 
THE BUILDING SUBSIDY. 
WHAT IT IS AND HOW IT MAY BE OBTAINED. 

The Ministry of Health has issued Regulations governing the pay 
ment of the new building subsidy. The object of the subsidy, on 
which the expenditure of £15,000,000 for the United Kingdom is 
authorized, is to secure the erection of 100,000 houses during the next 
twelve months 

Tae Time Lit. 

The Regulations accordingly indicate that the subsidy is only to be 
earned by houses completed within twelve months of 23rd December, 
1919 (the date on which the Act authorizing it became law), or within 
such a further period, not exceeding four months in all, as the Minister 
may in a special case allow. In the case of houses completed within 
this longer period the Minister may, unless he is satisfied that the 
delay has been unavoidable, subject the grant to a reduction of one 
twelfth for each month in which delay has occurred. 

The subsidy is to be £160, £140 or £130 per house, according to 
the number of rooms and the extent of floor area. If the house is 
built of a material for which the Ministry of Health would not san 
tion a loan by a local authority for a period exceeding forty years, 
the amount of grant per house will be reduced by one-third, and no 
grant will be made in respect of any house which has more than four 
bedrooms, or a superficial floor area in excess of 15400 feet. 

PROCEDURE, 

The procedure with which the builder of a house must comply in 
order to obtain the subsidy will be found easy of apprehension and 
performance. In calling upon the Ministry of Health to pay the grant 
the builder must be armed with two certificates. The first of these 
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is & certificate issued by the local authority authorizing the houses to 
‘be constructed in accordance with plans previously submitted; the 
second, the certificate of the local authority that they have been duly 
ompleted in a proper and workmanlike manner, The builder will 
forward the two certificates to the Ministry of Health, together with 
a written application (for which there is an appointed space on the 
back of the second certificate) for the sum of money to which he claims 
to be entitled 

The Ministry of Health, when satisfied as to the correctness of the 
application, will pay the amount due. There are provisions for an 
ippeal to the Ministry of Health in the event of either of these certifi- 
ates being refused by. the local authority. 

STANDARDS OF CONSTRUCTION. 


In the schedule to the Regulations will be found a provision that the 
number of houses must not in agricultural areas exceed eight to the 
acre. In other areas the standard should be twelve houses to the 
icre, but on land partly developed it will be within the discretion of 
the local authority to allow a larger number, not exceeding twenty 
rhe schedule also contains a simplified specification, based generally on 
the Ministry's specifications for houses built by local authorities under 
the main housing scheme of the Government, and the general condi 
construction are in material accordance with the standard of 
the Ministry for other State-aided schemes. It is of the spirit of the 
Regulations that as much latitude and freedom of action shal! be 
allowed as is consistent with sound and sanitary principles of ‘con 
struction. 

Ministry of Health, 


tions of 


January, 1920. 





Ministry of Food Orders. 


THE LIVE STOCK (SALES) ORDER, 1919 
Directions as to Casualty Stock. 

The Food Controller hereby directs, pursuant to Clause 2 (b) of the 
above-named Order [S.R. & 0., Nos. 1317 and 1681 of 1919], that the 
foYowing Regulations shall on and after 6th February, 1920, be 
observed by all persons concerned : ; 

1. Where the slaughter of a beast or sheep is immediately necessary or 
desirable on account of accidental injury to the animal or its illness, or 
for any other exceptional reason or purpose, notice of the slaughter or 
intended slaughter of such beast or sheep shall forthwith (and in any 
case within two days after slaughter) be given by the owner to the 
Area Live Stock Commissioner or to the Auctioneer in charge of the 
nearest Grading Market or to the Agent in charge of the nearest 
Government Authorized Slaughterhouse. 

2. Any instructions given by such Live Stock Commissioner, Auc- 
tioneer or Agent as to the slaughter of or the disposal of the carcase 
or offal of such beast or sheep shall be observed by all persons con- 
cerned. 

3. A person shall not sell or attempt to sell or dispose of for human 
consumption the carcase or offal of any such beast or sheep except 
under and in accordance with instructions given as aforesaid. 

4. Nothing in these Directions shall affect any powers of the Ministry 
of Agriculture and Fisheries or of any local authority under the 
Diseases of Animals Acts, 1894 to 1914, or any order made thereunder, 
or under any similar Act. ; 


6th February. 


THE FISH (PRICES) ORDER, 1919. 
Revocation of General Licence. 

In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that be- 
half, the Food Controller hereby revokes, as on the 8th February, 
1920, the General Licence, dated the 15th January, 1920 [S.R. & 0., 
No. 3 of 1920], issued wnder the above Order. 





7th February 






— 
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Societies. 


Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law 
Society. 

tual meeting was held at the Town Hall, Chester, on Tu 

day, 24th February, the returing president, Mr. H Hatt-Cook, of 


Northwich, in the chair. The “John Allington Hughes” prize tor 
1919 was presented to Mr. W. F. Youde, who served his articles wit! 


The ant 


Mr. C. P. Smith, of Chester, and was awarded first class honours at 
the final exammation of the Law Society, and the “Sir Horati 
Lioyd "’ prize’ was presented to Mr. H. W. ‘thornton Jones, who served 
his articles with Mr. J. Glynne Jones and Mr. W. Thornton Jones 
both of Bangor, and was awarded third class honours at the fina 


examination The report of the committee was presented and adopted 
and the treasurer's accounts passed 


The following gentlemen were elected officers of the Society for the 


ensuing vear President, Mr. L. Hugh-Jon Wrexham), vice-presi 
dent. Mr. H. D. Jolliffe (Chester), hon. treasurer, Mr. T. Moore Dutt 

(Chester), hon. secretary, Mr. Henry G. Hope (Chester), hon. auditors, 
Messrs. F. Turner and W. H. Barnes (both of Chester The following 


committee for the ensuing 


with the officers before mentioned are th« 
Denbigh), H. .) 


Messrs. R. Farmer (Chester), E. J 


Swayne 


year 
Williams (Whitchurch), E. Gardner (Chester), T. M. Keene (Mold 
H. N. Linaker (Runcorn), H. Matt-Cook (Northwich), J. H. Dicksor 
(Chester), and R. V. Johnson Liandudno) 

The annual dinner was held in the evening at the Blossoms Hot 


[he Mayor of Cheste! 


when the following were guests of the Society 
Hamilton, President 


His Honour Judge Parsons, K.C., and Dr. A. G 
of the Chester and North Wales Medical Society 
The following are extracts from the report of the committee 


Members.—TVhe Society now numbers 174 members The committee 
regret to record the death of Mr, T. W. Hughes (Flint), and M: 


R. T. Morgan (Chester). 

Articled Clerks.—The committee record with pleasure that in tl 
course of the year Mr. William Fergus Youde, who served his arts 
cles with Mr. C. P. Smith (of the firm of Walker, Smith, & Way 
Chester), was awarded first class honours at the final examination of 


the Law Society, and that Mr. Henry Wm. Thornton Jones, who served 
his articles with Mr. John Glynne Jones and Mr. Wm. Thornton Jones 
(both of Bangor), and Mr. Alfred Rolfe Whittingham, who served his 
articles with Mr. A. E. Whittingham (Nantwich), obtatned third clas 
The president has awarded ** The John Allington Hughes 
Prize’’ to Mr. Youde, and he Sir Horatio Lloyd Prize to Mi 
Hf. W. ‘Lhornton lhe committee have pleasure in 
ting Mr. Youde on having also gained the Clement’s Inn and Danie! 
Reardon prizes and the Sheffield prize. The committee regret to record 
that no clerk articled to a member passed in the first 
of the intermediate examinations during the year 
Intermediate Prize "’ has therefore not been awarded 
Transfer of Land.—The fourth report of the Acquisition and Valu 
tion of Land Committee on the transfer of land in England and Wales 
has just been issued, and contatns certain recommendations as to the 
extension of the area of compulsory registration of title. The recom 
mendations, shortly stated, amount to this :--That the present prot 
tion secured to county councils by sub-sections (5) to (9) of section 20 
of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, is to be abolished, and that, subject 
to certain conditions, the effect of which may be regarded as dependent 
upon the will and initiative of the Government, land registries may 
be gradually established throughout England and Wales, and purchasers 
of land compelled to register their title under penalty of having their 
conveyances regarded as ineffective. The report of the Departmental 
Committee shews that a Bill has been drafted at their instance entitled 
the Law of Property Bill, which, besides effecting alterations in the 
law of real property, its transfer and devolution, will incorporate the 
tecommendations as to compulsory registration of title already men 
tioned. There is reason to believe that the Bill will be introduced into 
the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor early in the next Parlia 
mentary Session. The Law Society have published and cit 
exhaustive memorandum on the subject of the proposals 
National 


Law Clerks The Federation 
active during the past year in pressing upon the Law Society thei! 
claims for (a) the establishment of a minimum scale of remuneratio: 
for clerks graded according to age; (4) participation by clerks in the 
profits of their employers ; the institution of a system of tests and 
the granting of certificates of efficiency; and (d) increased facilitis 
for clerks entering the profession. The committee ha 
sidered the policy adopted by the Feder ition, and 


honours. 


Jones congraula 


class at either 


The 


Societ s 


ulated at 


Federatio ot have been 


ve carefully con 
hile agreeing that 


some of the suggestions ought to have due consideration. they fe 
that others should he opposed and thes ommunicated their vie s t 
the Law Society accordingly. , 

A special meeting of the Provincial Law Societies was he i 


London on 20th June, at which the Society was represented, when the 
following resolution was passed :—‘‘ That subject to evidence bemg 
given to the satisfaction of the Council of the Law Society as to the 
numbers constituting the Federation and its representative character 
the Associated Provincial Law Societies are of opinion that the Council! 
should offer to meet a deputation from the Federation in a preliminary 


! conferen e, 
| 
| 


at which questions can be discussed and the extent of their 
ation defined, and that in the event of such preliminary con 


applic 
f the establishment of joint councils, in_ the 


ference recommending 


| opinion of this meeting it Is not practicable for a joint council in 


London to deal with the whole profession throughout the country, and 
uvy scheme should provide for independent. joint councils to be set up 





n the provinces, the joint council m London dealing only with the con- 
litior f service of London clerks.’ The committee further con 
side the matter in November, and passed a resolution that before 
the | iple of such councils was accepted the scope and powers of 
he cou Ts should Tx defined, ind that thev should be limited to 
ittempted settlement by nciliation and advice f questions arising in 
1 1 ie ises y 
/ f f P bat It i ememoered that it the laat 
ny t t the Soviet the president ported out the serious 
! " d endin und probates f rezistration by the various 
mpani werned, and suggested that much time might be saved if 
rangements ld be made for a form of declaration. signed by the 
executors and counter-signed by the solicitors instructed, giv ng short 
part irs of the probate to be acce pted by the companie The presi 
dent has fo ved the matter up, and has had interviews on the sub 
ect with the Law Society and the Public Truste 


United Law Society. 


\ meeting was held in the Middle Temple Common Room on Monday, 
he Ist inst Mr. C. P. Blackwe was in the chair ; 
Mr. R. S. Shove moved ** That the case of Gold? } rd, & Son 
Sa nr and Ruasian Chamber f Commer 1918. 1 K. B. 180) was 
wrongly decided.’ Mr. W. D. Coleridg: opposed Messrs. G W 
Fisher, S. E. Redfern, G. H. B. Streatfield, H. B. S. Hoddinott and 
P. S. Pitt also spoke Mr. Shove having replied, the motion was put 
House and carried by two votes 


The next meeting of the Soc ety Whi be held in the Middle Temple 
Common Room on 15th March, at 7.30 p.m Mr. R. C. Nesbitt will 
move ‘ That it is wm the inierest of the nation that the Tariff Reform 
prop. s contained in the Imports and Exports Regulation Bill should 

passed into law.’’ Sir Albion H Richardson, M.P., will yppose 
Mr. William Charles Murray, of Birchin-lane, E.4 ind Westbourne 


| 


eft estate gross value £32,503 


terrace Hyde Park. sohicito 








W. WHITELEY, LTD. 
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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


Companies. 


Legal and General Assurance Society, 


Che annuat yenel 
soctety Vase hei l on 
E.C mder the prt 


be Un, I 
hairman of the so 
The CHAIRMAN, in 


said {rent mie 
meet ft 
Deane and S ( ‘ 

l } 

ea 1919 ' 
thi oeen liatl 
be ike " i ‘ 

Sus 

The 1 f 
5,932 issue n 19] 
£2,170 ,058 | 
Deferred annuiti« 
dedu Ling reassuran 
ombined for bre t 
sums assured £3,305: 
against £2,127,104 
premiums being £160,677, 


These figure 


under every heading 


and | am pleased t 


wsured for 1919 
In 1919 the gros 
higher figure than 
bye given off 1 


retained by the 
tioned, £5,3355.104 


society has disconti 
middle of the vear 
specially satisfactor 
The tota 
£1,166,813, a: 
received 18 neid 


The total exp 
premium lhcore i 
of course, primarily 
to a large extent 
of all materials and 


rendered necessary 
The tota is 
of which £196,53 
maturing for paym 
amounting to £475 
and of th imount 


15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
10, Fleet-street, 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON 


Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Office. 


. MAYNE, Secretary 





in these davs of competition, but 
is before us a serious time of hard work to build up the nec« 
machinery for the proper control of the fire and general business, 
I have no doubt will come to us from our agencies and organisa- 
think is second to none at the same time it was 
ir fire and general business, 
both parties, but, as I have 
shareholders as a body do not take that view, and they are 
is I understand, of maintaining the Legal and General as a 


Guardian, who already have developed tl 
would have been to the advantag 


ying out this end 
Dervuty-CuHairman (Mr. Charles P 
otion, which was unanimously carried. 
The CHAIRMAN said that in the usual course three of the directors 
Follett, J.P., and 
W. Rider, and he proposed their re-election 
Derutry-CHarrMAN seconded the motion, which was unanimously 


The, CHATRMAN announced that the following gentlemen had been 


assured amounted to £3,865.614. a directorate since 


Derutry-CHAIRMAN, 


Artuvrk Pyke, the 
Gérard van de Linde, 
were reappointed 


on several occasions there had been 
hat shares in this society could only be 
and it had been suggested that ‘ 
widened so as to enable people outside the 


HARGRAVES said that 


legal profession to become interested in the business. 


regard to the abandonment of the fusion scheme 
which the chairman had just 
n would certainly console him, as a dissenting shareholder, for 
He was very pleased to know 


id been proposed, the figures 


t having assented to the proposal. 
iat the Legal and General was to continue 
would continue to flourish. 

CHAIRMAN, in reply, said that many of those who had dis 


including £111,829 fusion scheme had given as their reason for doing 30 


the war For 1918 the 


due directly to the 


that they objected to the society becoming cosmopolitan, their wish 
being that it should remain solely a legal office. 


As a result of the 
the sum of £557,036 during 


As stated in the 


; then proposed a cordial vote of 
‘ taff for their able conduct of the 


the directors have, , 
Georce Fowter, and unanimously 


various securities comprised in the society's assets, and the result of 


such investigation 
securities, a valuat 
shows a def len 





i to » Stock E ange . 
gard to the Stock E@chang brief acknowledgment 


) recognised it to be their duty to do their best for the society whether 
wi'l see, this is more : : 


covered by the investment 


£64,672 shown as 


the moment unappropri 

The iverage rate 
£4 18s. 6d. per 
largely discounted 
income tax 

Fire 

I he oniv ¢ t] e! 
further remark from 
miscellaneous business 


returning thanks on behalf of the staff, said 
the society had a much larger organisation than a 
They had numerous branches, al! of which, 


» shareholders realised. 
believed he was right in saying, paid their way, and were worked 


proud of the office, and did his best to promote 
With regard to the remarks made by Mr 
his own view was that they would be acting very unwisely if they 


first. time The Act of Parliament giving the sox iety the necessary 


power to transact 


In the recent negotiations for 


these classes of : 
it had been shown that there was a strong sentimental re gard 


received the Royal Assent 


on July 22nd, 1919, 


classes of business 
but I woule point 
actual worki 


yracticable operations in thes : 
I I _— legal profession 


holders represented men who founded the office, and whose shares had 


very keenly alive to the fact that it was office, established 


(MAIRMAN 


he had always maintained, for the use of the legal profession 


You will no doubt expect me to say something to you as to the 
proposed fusion with the Guardian Office , 
in Our opinion unfortunately, fallen throu rh 


of a minority of 
minute that the 





they were very strongly against departing from that position. 
knew it was argued that by the suggested change they would increase 
the price of the shares, but that was not at all conclusive to him, 
! very seldom changed hands ; 
four or five transfers in the course of a year, 


which, as you know, has, 





they did not have more 


as to the ability of the 
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ing sincerely on behalf of the staff for the kind vote which had been 
ed 


The proceedings then terminated 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Sropents’ Desatine Socrety.—-At a meeting of the Society, held 
at the Law Society's Hall on ‘Tuesday, 2nd March, 1920 (chairman, M 
C. P. Blackwell), the subject for debate was That in the opimior 
this House the lawyer politician is a necessity and safeguard 


democracy Mr. G. E. Shrimpton opened in the affirmative Mi 
J. F. Chadwick opened in the negat Ihe 1 wi members ¢ 
spoke Mesers. R. Oliver. Johnsor (; hor Andersot Pleadwel!, P 
tarnes, Pain and Butcher. The opener having replied, and the cha 


man having summed up, the motion w ried by the casting vot 


the chairman There were tweuly-four members and two visitor 


5 preset 








Legal News, 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 
EASTERBROOK, Ernest Hurcuines, and WALTER 
Kitsons, Hutchings, Easterbrook, & Co 
June W Such business will be carried 


Herbert Easterbrook and Ernest 


SaMUEL HERBERT 
Krxtocu Kirsoyn, solicitors 
2, Vaughan-parade, Torquay 
on in the future by the said Samuel 
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would not say more on the subject, but would again thank the meet- | constitute such a Committee to consider matters affecting the welfare 





Hutchings Gazette, February 27 
General. 
A landlady complained to the Willesden magistrate on Monday that 
a young married couple to whom she let two rooms had now got a | 
The Magistrate: What do you want me to do, make an ejectment ordet 


against the baby’ The Landlady : | want either the father or the baby 
to go; the two of them together make too much noise forme. The Magis 
trate : I suppose it is the baby you object to, and I can’t help you. The 
Landlady : Something must be done. I let the rooms t6é two people, and 
Iam not going to have three. The Magistrat« And Lam not going 
make any order. 

In the House of Commons, on Monday, Dr Addison, Minister of 
Health, replying to Major Lioyd-Greame, who asked whether, in view 
of the fact that the Increase of Rent, & Amendment) Act, 1919 
expired on 3th June next, an assurance could be given that a full stat 
ment of the policy of the Government would be made before next Lady 
Day, said The Government are fully alive to the fact that, if the Acts 
are to be continued, it will be necessary that legislation for this purpose 
should be passed before 50th June, and the Committee which has been 
appointed to consider this question, and is already et work, is well aware 
4 dts urgency. Major Lloyd-Greame asked whether the right hot 
gentleman was aware that a very large number of notices to quit would 
be given before next Lady Day, and that both landlords and tenants 
must know before next Lady Day what the policy of the Government 
was. Dr. Addison: We hope it will be possible to announce it befor 
that time 

In the House of Commons, on the 26th ult Lord H. Cavendist 
Bentinck asked the Prime Minister whether the Government would 
recommend to the Allied Governments that the 
should ‘he constituted as a Commission of the League of Nations, and 
representatives of the German and Austrian Governments be admitted 
as members of that body, so that the respective claims of justice and 
economic reconstruction might be reconciled and Centra Europe be 
rescued from bankruptcy. Mr. Lloyd George The proposal involves a 
complete reversal of the terms of the Treaty and is not one which I] could 

e the Allies to accept. But I may remind my noble friend that 
under the provisions of the Treaty the Reparation Commission is 
ithorized to allow Germany such supplies of food aud raw materials 
is may be judged necessary to enable Germany to meet her obligations 
give the German Covernment a just 


teparat ron Commission 


and the Commission is required to 


opportunity to be heard upon the claims advanced against Germany and 
upon the re irces and capacity of Germat to pay Articles 233, 234 
235). 

In the House of Commons n- M MI Neal, replying 


Viscountess Astor, who asked the Minist« Transport if he would 
state whether there was any woman repres the Transport 
Advisory Commsttee to constder questions relating to the welfare of 
: and Mw not, wou ad he state the reasol 


niative on 


women and child travellers, 
said :—I assume that my hon. friend refers to the Committee which the 
Minister has appointed to advise upon technical matters connected with 
railway working. I do not think that this would be am appropriate 
Committee for the purpose which my hon. friend has in mind. The 
question of the safety and convenience of passengers is being dealt with 
at the Ministry of Transport by the staff who formerly dealt with these 
matters under the Board of Trade. As my hon. friend is no doubt aware 
a panel of experts is being appointed under sectfin 23 of the Ministry of 
Transport Act. 1919. from which Advisory Committees for particular 
purposes can be selected. The question as to whether it is desirable t 

















and convenience of passengers is under consideration, and if it should 
be decided to appoint the same, the Minister would doubtless desire to 
have the representation of women ou the Committee 














Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
EMERGENCY APPKAL COURT Mr. Justice 






Mr. Justice 
























ral : " . 
Date Rora. No. 1. EVE. San@anr. 
Mcnday March 8 Mr. Charch Mr. Leach Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Borrer 
luesday ' Farmer Chureh Leach Goldschmidt 
Wednesday 1 Jolly Farmer Charech Leach 
[Thursday it Synge Jolly Farmer Church 
Friday .... ! Bloxam Synge Jolly Farmer 
Saturday .. l Borrer Bloxam Synge Jolly 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P.« Mr. Justice 
: ASTBURY PETERSON, LAWRENCE RUSSELL. 
Monday Mar s Mr. Synge Mr. Farmer Mr. Bioxam Mr. Jolly 
Tuesday ...... ¥ Bloxam Jolly Borrer Synge 
Wednesday .. 1 Borrer Synge Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Thursday .... 11 Gokischmbt Bloxam Leach Korrer 
PUGET .cesmce I Leach Borrer Charch Goldschmidt 
Saturday oe Chureh Goldechmidt Farmer Leach 
. . ° 
Winding-up Notices. 
i Gazette Fr sy, | 2 
LIMires ( mANn 
JOINT STOCK OOMPANIES 
Jd. & W. Warp, Lt Crealitors ' uire nor befor | "” ¢ ' their 
names and addresses, and the art ra of their debts vir to William 
Kevan, 12, A sfield, Bolton, liquidator 
Harnpixne McMyrw & Co., Lrp.— Creditors are required, on or before March 23, to send 
th names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 
George Lockyer Hansford, Parr's Bank York-st.. Manchester, liquidator 
Cixtmwa Roraregam. Lrp In Votunras 8 ’ ( tors are required, o1 
before March 22. to send their nas ‘ " nd the particulars 
r debt lain to Colin Morton and George | Wright Norfolk-st 
s field. 1 juidators 
BaraNe Setancor Co LT) Creditors ar required ol r befor April 9, to sen 
names an Id ress and the particulars of their debts or claims, to My 
n Anthony Massaocuti, 205-299 Sali ry House, liquidator 
Forar Laxp Co., Lrv.—'reditor ire required, on or before March 17, t 
<| their names and addresses. wit) ticnlare of their debts or claims 
I lerick Stanley Morris, 4), North Johnet., Liverpool, liquidator 









THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 
GREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON, W.C. 1. 






ENCLAND’S GREATEST ASSET IS 
HER CHILDREN. 


HE need for greater effort to counterbalance 
the drain of War upon the manhood of the 
Nation, by saving infant life for the future welfare of 
the British Empire, compels the Committee of The 
Hospital for Sick Children, Great Ormond Street, 
London, W.C. 1, to plead most earnestly for increased 
support for the National work this Hospital is 
performing in the preservation of child life. 

The children of the Nation can truthfully be said 
to be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet 
the mortality among babies is still appalling, while 
the birthrate is slowly but surely declining. 

OR over 60 years this Hospital has been the 

means of saving or restoring the lives and 

health of hundreds of thousands of Children, and 
of instructing Mothers in the knowledge of looking 
after their children. 

£12,000 has to be raised immediately 

to keep the Hospital out of debt. 
Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be 

obtained on application to— 
JAMES McKAY, Acting Secretary. 
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Ville, Lt wt o " 
GW. & A. Has Binkexnea Lave Credit e required ’ re Mar 27 Eloy Frer ( Lte Marland Spinning ¢ Lt 
send t r names d add «e th art rs of their debt elnir t Anglo-Canadian Mue Publishers As Southern Investment Co., Ltd 
Reginald | 4, H t 1, Birkenhead lidator ciation, Ltd Mona Mill, Ltd 
lOLLINWOOD SPINNING ( Lrp.—Creditor juired, on re Apr ty | Cairo Mill Co., Ltd Robert Hall & Son, Ltd 
send th a! t nd « t G. W. & A. Hart (B ' Lt ndon Metal Company, Ltd 
Frederic N iH } 4 ec ( Lt “eller agar i Mill ¢ Lt Stalybridge Cotton Mill Co., Ltd 
liquidator \ . 'M td Crawford Spinning Co., Lt 
Zeenax Mo f Ix ¥ ) P ( t : red. | Doris Spinning ¢ t Robinson, Son & Co., Ltd 
m OF i} b er Clar Ltd West View Estate Company, Lt 
Bu t | Garfiekl Spinning ¢ Lt r. & W. Bradley, Ltd 
So. wa s ( tor . Ml mt | Brunswick Cotton S ning ¢ Ltd Brigg Corn Exchange Co., Ltd 
Bromham Fruit nd Vewetable Fart Zechan Montana Mine, Ltd 
. ' a. Db Ltd likley Poultry and Smaliholdere As 
tobert Thatcher & ¢ Ltd ciation, Ltd. 










a Creditors’ Notices. 
7 | Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
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Johnston | ‘ ‘ | a y Munitions and A ‘ | Lewin, Gregory & Andereon, 2, Milibank-house, Westminster 
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Setropolitns’ owl B Se t Fore-st 
‘ ' , 
thas & Mallett. Le : ; La \meriea Mi we 4 | Beonatt, Watter, Walsall, Harness Furniture Manufacturer. March 29. E. Irwin 
Fred. I> " ‘ 4 aa Miller, Walsal . 
o P cB . 6 Stew at | [berperr, E.tza, Woolwich April 7 A. W. Stor &3, Powis-st W oolw i 
Jitra R Plantat ‘ 7 : Browne, Epcar ArHristaneyWest Kirby, Chester, Ophthalmic Surgeon. March 31 
fasters Patent ‘ - = " ‘ Le roulmin, Ward & Oo., Liverpool 
Ww. RJ } ‘ = < a Laupary 6 ‘ Browne, Jessy Gitmore, West Kirby, Chester. Merch 31. Toulmin, Ward & Co 
Tarane \ - ali 6 “ D Hewe t Liverpoo 
Bukit P es Page ng tt er Eefate f Buxton, Frances, Chelsea, Licensed Victualler. March 31. Arthur FE. Burt 10 
Br t I's ‘ 1? I r. cae “ , tale it Norfé t 
‘ Australian Bection). Ltd Brit inl fe Eleetric Theat t Bries, Manis, Kew, Surre April 1. Mowl!ll & Mowll, Dov 
Per ( ‘ “ Soot or V0., dtd. | (LARK, ALreep Caines, P etaneute March 25. F. O } ae va Porte 
2 ir ‘ ? : ha . m (towers, Lovisa, Oxford ril 12. Morrell, Peel & Gamlen, Oxford 
td.. Brit m , ~ e-Weimar Bow! ‘ Crosstex, Jaxe, Ovenden Halifax March 31. W. H. Boocook & Son, Halifax 
Mert t Ir "I . C , .: : . reir, Mary ANN, Sunderland March 2 Rich. R. Crut Sunderland 
- ar he Day Witttsm James, Worthing Mareh 13 l H Mundell 10, Avondale road 






rHoma W hitl Bay, Corn Merchant. yril 2. Keenlyside & Forster 
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Sparth © ( ; joprrey, Gro R I. of W. Mareh 25. G. Fieldhouse, 115, High Holbort 
Falcon S { JOODALL, ALFRE Arnraocr Joay, Oxford, Genem Dealer March 25 (nl sew 
h. H.W Lite . Ml ( , Walsh, Oxford 
Sparking P) Pat ‘ H tas HArere Prax Shervsury 21. Portman-mansne iP March 2 Lumley & Lumi¢e 
’ ( Lt ‘ , 15, Old Jewr nbrs 
ravior & B 
Engl \ al ( ( A Spinnir ( CHRISTIANA, Epworth, Lincoln March 3. Taylor & Capes, Doncast 
Unastl Bros Ltd v wweon & 8 , Hite, James Morvitr, Epworth, Lincoln March 26 Taylor & ¢ es. Doncaster 
Preston ¢ High 8 ( I ' Pe : Horxins, THomas Hottts, Ealing, Merchant. March 28. W. A. G. Davidson & O 
i hi mpire, Ltd bank-bhdygs« \cton 
Sues Mille Co., Ltd s ‘ \ | uc, Georer, Market Drayton, Licensed Vict Lleor March 31 Warren, Upton 
Crown I’ ved Ooal ¢ ] ip | & Garside, Market Drayton 
S | Fibre ( t | ficnTLeyY Josern, Sunderland, Builder March 20. Loneder Mann & Longden 
Sunderland 
( k ? H i Ema, Stoke-on-Trent May 1. Warner & Beswick, Hanley 
F. fin t . — | Howanrta, Watracr, Southport. March 20. Brown, Brown & Quayle, Southport 
friam Bawis ( f aank i ‘ omas, Franxets, Botolph-lane Fruit Merchant March 31. Carter & Bell, 1%, 
efton Molyn ( It ¢ Fenie . me 
Tor Shipping ¢ t ; : . I ‘, Rev. Henry, Winchester. Match 31. Gharles Warner & Richardeon 
Loxley Brothe LFa ‘ WW - P Vinchester 
HBillingborou ( , Wlersspate, WaLtt North Reddish, near Stockport March 27. Ernest T. Butlin, 
oe f . Moor Cott . , , - : 
cs te ' .o - uncheater 
George Tea t , ; a [atte (\rruce, P ! Regent's Park. May 1 Tackley & |} 1m, Orchare 
John Nict ( a” ts t.. Portm 
©. BT t ae . IirHer, Mary, Kirkha Lancs. March 2. H. Arthur Pickup, Blackpo 
. rs ‘ P rcaLer, ¥ tA 1 Basilde os March 31 Lewie & Quenr B 
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THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE Co, L1D. 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or selected risks. f 
FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 


MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc., etc. 
Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which i are distributed annually to the Policy Holders 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete Policy ever offered to householder*. 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium. 


LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 
INSURANCE. Suitable "Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of 


Licensed Prorerty settled by Counsel, will be sent on application. 
For Further Information write: 


24, MOORGATE ST., E.C. 2. 
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Morstos, Jomnx, Prestwich, near Manchester. Maroh 18. Brooks, Marshall & [xeirre. Groner. K ‘ Le t Farmer. April 7. Henry Thompson & Sons, 
. r. Grantham 
— Hon. Axxe Gaace Hrxpe, Burtonby Lincoln March 20 Toyubee, | Gneen, Srmatp Watter Bivetr, Cheltenham. Mar ”. Arti F. B. Welch, 3 
Mason & Co., Lincoln. Dover-st ; 
OakLer, “jon, Halifax. April 1. Jubb, Booth & Helliwell, Halifax Goopmay, Jou~x, Wands rth April 17. Sloper, Potter & Gosden, Wandsworth, 
OSBORNE, Cuakiorre, Dalbary, Etwall, "hana March 3) Allan V. Nutt, Derby Goveu. Thomas Praap Wern uth Merch 31 Alfred Powell, 37, Essex-st 
Porrer, Mary Jane, Sunderiand. March 24. Kelso Storey & Robson, Sunderlan sLtam, Joseru. Screveton. Nottingham April 3. Welle & Hind Nottingham. 
RaVENSILL, Ricnanp ARcHeR, Newick, Sussex. Mero) 20. Murray, Hutchins & ( fa Witnmas Joax Fiasiuan. Plymouth. Limestone Merchant. March 25. Shelly 
ll, Birchin-lane. , » Piement , 
Rerves, Starrorp Reicur, Lower Bengal, India. Mar 2. ©. W. Dommett & fang s, Jomn, Salf April 12. Baldwin, Weeks & Baldwin, Clithetoe. 
Son, #4, Gresham-t. 7 H ies Emua. Kentish Town March 31 Warringtor Rogers & Wileox, Vic 
Rosemsent, AnpEe, Paris, France, Meroantile Clerk. April | rthur S. Joseph _ - 
61, Fore-st. j x tosent. B mouth i} alter J. Pays 73, Basingha 
Rowep, Bunest Manx, Battersea Park. March 24. Gibson, Usher & Co., Portu a . va anew, _ en — @ _  K. , we Y , Theo ~ a i & Cs 
st..bldes., Lineoln’s Inn Rage nk ard 2 I 
Sanpers, Witttam, Shelfield, near Walsall \pr 12. E. Irwin Miller, Walsall Keep Awn R re ‘ nt Singlet 7 . 
Surrasey, Witi1M, Adelphi. April 1. Finch, Jennings & Tree, 2, Gray's Inn max. | ‘ETH. Stock t sf 16. Niche Lit & Hat Altrincham 
@uiru, Mary, East Retford, Notte. May 1. Mee & Co., Retford Waanrrx. Faaxcis Jossra Leetis fe ast N South Wal inrill 2. AP 
Stirs, Cuartorre Marr, Edgbaston, Birmingham. April 2. Sanders B veg Kent ” . 
Parish, Birmingham. - Mo . —y Butt t Ma 10. E. Wvyan Edwards, Ovwestry 
SterHEeNson, Dr. OLEMENT, pomeieapen Tyne, Veterinary Surgeon. March 3! eminem Wane Fulham P od hmett $& Geemtem & Mem Gileenethen 
Arnott, Swan & Walker, Newoastile-upon-Tyne +P ~ Pry “\ Tones | oon be » Halesw th. Suffolk, Sur a. M ore h Sl. Cross 
foovery, Anroun Witrrip, Saloombe, Devon. April 1. Gibson & Weldon, 27 rt S Son, Malesweeth. Guilelk. : . 
‘hancery-lane. : pal ie on, 7. J haff anchest 
Waxertetp, Exetisx, Rippingale, Lincoln Mareh 3%. Cecil W. Bell, Bourr ~ ei “ . “ - tow Me . "i Gr . “ Pagar Eh. u u an * shew h at 
Lincs. iW , Saint ( t shur ' Par 
Watxer, James, Forest Hill, Kent. March 31. Sanderson, Adkin, Lee & Eddis, # elgg Pape Big oe ae , ee 
ueen Victoria-st - 4 , . : ¥" . 
Warmarx, W TUL aM Exenezer, Tunbridge Welle, Kent, Physician. Mar ( oe 2 Marteoroe i & . : el Abrahema, 
Cripps, Son & Harries, Tunbridge Wells he : pe Kent 4 8. Ger ’ Art uM hall 
WaxerrerD, Many Jane, Plymouth. March 27. Bewes & Dickinson, Plymout ae ; : rs — 
Wesster, Extzaseta, Marehay, Derby. March 2%. J. H. Powell, Derby WW Won space K tor 14. Ve Vall , 
Wess, Berxanp Hveen, Gosmore, near Hitchin. March 31. Baylis, P k a ) , ance 
16, Fore-st. ja . . ; _ 8 wis, B k Tuner. M Granger & Neild 
Warrmaxer, Right Hon. Sir Taomas Patmer, Kensington Mareh 31 Fra : ‘ 
Howse & Eve, 3, Salters’ Hall-ct., Cannon-st ; . : ; —— oR \ tc 
Wrieat, Jony, Bishop Sutton, Somerset April 6 Gwynn, Onslow & Soa sO08 , , “se 6 Ory 
Bristol. : . 1. , P 7 — ; 
Wrcnertry, Joun, Southport, Chartered Accountant. Maroh 31. W. & R. Hoe aan Josteu B sins , ' nes Young, 
& Halsall, Southport . = — 
Yorye, THomas, Darlineton April 30. Henry Mudie, Darlingtor yi " - . . 
Feb. 27 STANA o Ru e« ja Boett Ivar \ 2. Reid, 8S) n, White, 
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Avtes, Witttam, Roding, Essex, Grocer. March 31. A. E. Floyd, Dunmow, I tt «“ , Ker, 9 op? . — : 
ATKINSON, Mary, Aintree. March 31. Toulmin, Ward & Co., Liverpool 5S ! ; , Car 1 1. Bailey, Cams 
Barton, Rosa Ann, York-rd., Lambeth. March 25. Arthur C. Giles, 166, | ; ; : : : 
th-rd. Lo { t ] } | ( 4 ns ite 
Barnetr, JonN THOMAS CRESSWELL, St. John's W Apr 
Finsbury-sq. 
BILLINGHAM, Moses Sampsoy, Handsw 
Birmingham. anwan, W 
Borts, Makr Awye, St. Leonards-on-Sea. March 30. Charles Ruseell & ¢ } | 
Norfolk-st. , VaLton, Josuva, Swinton. March 31. Cobbett, Wheeler & Cobbett, Manchester 
Bevcs, Lady Marraa Sornt, Bromley. March 31. Sharp & Benest, 11, Arundel-st wee ae a ita We ‘ wena : ; . 
Capua, Witttam Hewny, Southwark-st. March 22. Herbert Shephard, 31, John-st., | ‘1? Jouy Chowns en peat, OF maaes SS. W. Rensy Sean, 
Bedford-row. : a aiken = » oF : ee . 
Curerr, Erxest Jonny, Upton-on-Severn. April 17. Rose, Johnson & Hicks, { Waiout, Frances, Bojton. March 37. Adam F. Greenhalgh, Bolt 
Suffolk-st., Pall-mall. vr oun Hawanp, D House Decorator. Mar i. Slater & Camm, 
Cuarntton, Etiza Repsecca, Erdington, Birmingham. March 31. Evershed & Tom Du 
kinson, Birmingham. 
wLow, Groner, Haverstock-hill. April 1. Moon, Gilks & Moon, 24, Bloom 
eo aa sta cout pr Poe, : _ VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It ia very essential that ai 
Clarton, Witt1am, Soho, Hockley, near Birmingham, Painter. April 7. En Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effecta. Pro- 
" __ Evans & Son, W alsall ain ae pie iain Seats s perty is ger ly very inadequately y insured, and in case of loss insurers 
re ee ee ee ee. ee eee eee wuffer accordingly. DEBENHAM, STORR & SONS (LIMITED) 
DANIEL, Rev. WILtiaM Marov, Beckenham. April 14. Vallan & Vallance, 2 2%, King-street, Covent-arden, W.C. 2 the well-known valuers and 
-st. hattel auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of Expert 
—~" Paruire Hever, } gee Heath, Dentist. March 31. H. B. Wedl Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for any 
sb } ’ . 
Donomos, Roszar Sumene Puawinen, Sydenham. April 14. Vallance & V nee, Purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, works of art, brie A-brac, a 
20, Essex-st. 
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riso Wittiam Eexest, Birmir ‘ holesal 
° Lane, WALTER CicIL ALFRED High Court. Pet. Jan. ¢ " Deaper. B rm - rham. Pet. Feb. 19 Ord. Feb 19. 
Bank ruptcy Notices I mJ “= + vh ‘ . 7 » Pencr Ronents, Henay, Peckham Rye, Commission Agent's 

L EN, Ti ight Hon. Oourrenar loner I ‘ ‘ ' Hint} fone Pet. Feb. 19. Ord. Feb. 19 

Vernox, Baron, Earl's Court H i { t Pet es . nv» Aan ‘ll. 
London Gazette.—Fripay Fel » Nov. 13. Ord. Feb. 18 | ‘4 \ , Redon Pet pg = Ba a? Jeweller 
FIRST MEETINGS. NewrTon, FREDERICK James ERNesT, Ma ato Carter. | guira, Wietram George, Hove, Company Director 

Rochester. Pet. Jan. 23. Ord. F« bi | High (¢ t. Pet. Feb. 2. Ord. Feb. 19 
Jaxxtns, Morris, Manchester, Cap Cutter. March lat § Smirn, Arraur Clowes KNIeat, West Dix t Mar a. ; = Ww. ee ry Mos G 

. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester. chester, Solicitor Manchester Pet Ja lf rr - oe Chelter me "Pet t b. "6 : ‘Onl : 

Lats, Freperice, Stockport. March 2 at 12. Bank Ord. Feb. 17. ' Feb. ' , itenhom ; , a 
ruptey-bldgs., Carey-st. Watker, Witttam, Harrogate, Provision Dealer. Yor iz Stucoua ITHUR s rt 

sae Francis, Colne, Lancs, Dealer. March 1 Pet. Feb. 17. Ord. Feb. 17 —" w ar 5 oe — .. Xe orn. High 
at ll. Off. Reo., 13, Winckley-st., Preston Amended Notice substituted for that pu " the | e A a] r eb. 1 

Newton, Frepericx James Ernest, Maidstone, Carter. London Gasette of Feb. 13 | FIRST MEPTINGS 
Feb. 27 at 12. Off. Reo., 280s, High-st., Rochester Martin, Witttam Hersert, Filey. High ( rt. Pet. | a ae , 

Pact, Groner Stuz, Cwmpark, Treorchy, Glam., Baker I) 18. Ord. Feb. Ll. ; | Boorn, Wittt1aM, Stockton-on-Tees, Labourer. March 4 
March 2 at 11.30. Off. Rec, St. Catherine-st at 2.15. Off. Reo., 90, High «t., Stockton-on-Tees 
Pontypridd. ADJUDICATION ANNULLED | Brivis, Witt, Southsea, Licensed Victualler 

a , 2 . ited March 5 at 12. Off tec., Oambridge Junction, 
ADJUDICATIONS Sours, WILLIAM Newark, Boot Repairer IN ng- | Citas Meshal 
ham. Adjud. Jan. 27, 1906 (Receiving Order date« Cuarxier, Witttam Iverts Sims, Bolton, Shopping Bag 

Barpiz, WILvraM, — Fe , Victualler Jan. 27, 1908, rescinded Annul. Feb. 11, 1920 onlecteas Monty Bok a: OA i q Bem 
Portsmouth. Pet. Fe a ‘eb. 14 ai oak nat : 

Boreew, Jouwn Henny, Skirbeck Quarter, Lincoln ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING | — —_ vo ei Weities Bie Bot t8 
Farm Produce Dealer. Boston. Pet. Feb. 17 ORQER RESCINDED “Gael Ieee: 6, Ciddnerienad. Penkvonad 
Ord. Feb. 17. Rupstoy, WitLtam Grorneoe Trevor Carverter, Po Gown Maemax. Whitechenel. Wichmoneer, Merch 6 at 

Buse, Ranpat oy Putacy. High Court Pet lingten, Yorks. High Court. Ord. Jan. 25, 1906 : 3. Bankruptey-didgs.. Carey-st 
Deo. 15. Ord. Feb. 17. < pril 9, 1906. Annul. and Reso. | 2,1 Genzsrx. Monnts. Brick-lane, Timb erohant 

Borizr, Txomss Hewny. Walsall. Saddlery Dealer — April 9, 1 \ Gov ~ re M one mi. . Wing a Sep han 
Bangor. Pet. Jan. 3%. Ord. Feb. 16. London Gazett rvespar. Feb. 26 Hittow. Joss Howagp ,illin : neat Wigan. Colliery 

Cocnnane, Watrer Neviits, St. John’s Chapel, Dur me Mat Merch 3 at 1120. Of. Rew eden 
ham, Farmer Durham. Pet. Jan. 3 Ord RECEIVING ORDERS Mar me ‘ .., 1 1 Dale st., Liverpool 
Feb. 12. Bax, Wittram Epwarp, Plumstead, Kent, St ( peo 7 He - 4 Peck _m Rye, Commissi n Agent's 

Coventry, Groner Sr. Jonx, Haymarket. High Covrt. penter. Greenwich Pet. Feb. 20. Or I om "Che Marcel ‘ at ll Bankruptey bidgs., 
Pet. Deo. 2. Ord. Feb. 17. Boora WittuaM, Stockton-on-Tees, Labourer St Caen at : 

Davirs, WILL, ——— Carmarthen Pet ton-on-Tees. Pet. Feb. 20. Ord. Fe an Suirn, Wiutrmm Grorer, Hove, Compan Direetor 
Feb. 18. Ord. Feb , Derty, Jom~ James, Bury, Scale Ben ond W March 3 at 12. Bankruptcy-bldgs., Car t 

Evans, James, Tonypandy, Haulier. Pontypridd. Pet Machine Maker. Bolton. Pet. Fe 2. Ord. geivx Herwas James, Manchester, Engines March 3 

~~ a — Feb. * el! , Hich © . Feb. ® : , at 330. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manoh 
EN, or Epric, Cromwell-road. ig ‘nr ; . hitechapel monger ligh Court : , , 
Pet. Nov. 2. Ord. Feb. 18 — Re "Ord Feb ' 21 ror w TLLtAM ARTRY . in - gh Ho born. Maroh3 

Hervny, Cream Jonys, Piccadilly. Hich Court. Pet. Goxerven Morris. Bric ne, T r Mer t. Hig t 11. Bankruptey-bidgs., ate 
Dec. 2. Ord. Feb. 18. Court. Pet. Jan. 14 Ord. Feb. 18. ViLKer Wititam Harrogate, Provision Dealer. 

Hittox, Jonn Howaxp, Billinge, near Wigan. Colliery Joxes, Wittum Epwarp, Lianarmon, Denbighshire March 5 at 2.30. Bankruptcy Office, Duncombe-p] 
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Ce NIN Mh ay —————— a 
PRUDENTIAL ASSURANCE COMPARY, re ae So ye oe 2? aa > 

, f each of the years 1915, 1916 and 1917. THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


Chief Oficea—HOLBORN BARS, LONDON. E.C. und a bonus of £1 Gs. per cent. in respect of 
1918. 











Summary of the wt presented at the Seventy In the Industrial Branch the surplus shown is PARALYSED a and EPILEPTIC, 
First Annu eeting. held on March 4th. 1920 sete yg ne ~~ the sum “ we QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.c. 
rougnt forwar rom last year ut of this The largest Hospital of its kind. 
‘ = f : | surplus the Directors have added £400,000 to The Charity is foreed 

ORDINARY BR ANOCH The nur ener, the Investment Reserve Fund, which, after extent, upon "legacies ee net. te sone 
policies issued during the year wae | writing down book values by 2£1,100,000, Those ring to 

uring ti ; f E , ’ ’ provide Annuit ft 
~ uring the sum of £22,319,642, and prc stands as at December 31st, 1919. at £1,100,000, relatives or os are asked to send for —~ FH 
oe. GOW snmut premium income of | £100,000 hax been carried to the Common Con FORD nations CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 


£1,639,762. r ‘ pret ulne rece ived were i, ene Tine y ¢ ha aes P apie. 
£7.627,547. | =e »- senee of £856.708 ngen I 1 and £72,394 as wen arr ed THE EARL oF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 


1012 | forward 
The ' . { the Cour? (Emergency 
s year mounted ‘ Powers) Act are | in force n e reserve of 


The n of ¢ 
£5 ,.267,396, « Pea £176, 882 wa . CSPec £100,000 ix ained to mee losses from this 


188 Te a ly tomas | eause wich 'the Company i» stil expel. | WOMANS MISSION TO WOMEN. 


s Se annual pr T tal surplus of the two branches, as shown The Missionaries visit the Streets, 
denice ay 2593 000} _" gent or 43 ” S..- Hospitals, Infirmaries, Police Courts, &e, 
amoun 593, ha wen added to the Inve ane . ” 
cies, including annuiti« aati, Meares Send of Gn Grlteady Seen eeking to save erring women. 
year was 1,043,309. £400,000 has been added to the Investments Results are encouraging. 
INDIUSTR RIAL iB RANCH The eae ne pe weg of Pe ay Boat, Funds mtereed needed. 
rane d during t ns one £11.155.874 £100,0 o the Common Contingency nd; heres 
being ar of £1,419,471. 188,874. | 9953/801 will be allocated to partcipating || Messrs. BARCLAYS BANK, LTD., 95, 
saat po.icies in the Ordinary Branch, and £400,000 Victoria cae aw. 
T o +} ear mounte3 to the ‘ a < fully paid shares in accordance - 2 , - 
3.997.138. of which £391.178 was in respect | with. th (rticles of Association of the Company, || Vietoria House, Ti7. Victoria St.,S.W.1. 
19.562 laimma. The to + | leaving £224,397 to carried forwara Secretary: ARTHUR J. S. MADDISON. 
uw er includine 36.260 eo namely, £152,003 in the rdinat branch and 


405,709 £72,394 in the Industria 
In the General Branch, the new classes, of LAW ASSOCIATION, 


business have not been in F i 
. ‘Me * F 
year, the existing contracts having on the aver- the Reneit 
age about eight monthe to run The profit of Widows and | 
earming capacity of the business, therefore, has Families of Solicitors 
not yet been ascertainable, and it has been con in the Metropolis and 
id a * ‘eabie to retain 55 per cent. of the Vicinity. Instituted 1817. 
, — + : Sap ed by Life and Annual! Sub- 
n this | prermums paid for the unexpired risks, and the eriptions and by Donations. This 
« 23,097.157: | whole of the balance of the fund as an addi- Association consists of Solicitors taking out 
é - tsona!l reserve London Certificates and of retired Solicitors 























. who have practised under London Certificates; 
Wer f +} ear. in both Branches The aftermath of the Great War stil] affeots and pty. are (amongst others) : To grant relief 
21.A41. ymount £497.060. | the Company adversely, and during the year a a on = en a 
vd te # resent mnt | sum of £497,060 was paid in War Claims. In dependent on him for support The 
W ‘ ed 25. 300.000. | addition, there has been further heavy deprecia- elief afforded last year amounted 
249.000 « ’ tion un the values of securities, and the Compar to £1,572 A Subscription of 
; . . has had to carry no less than £993,000 to t) One , Guineas aoe 
GENERAL BR AN CH ' oh, J me Investments Reserve Fund and £100,000 .to “Sr a ae ae 
TOMEPONY Comme ; neaot Fire. Accident | the Common Contingency Fund. There is thus Ten Guineas Mem- 
‘ < ‘ aurence Dunes The | a total of £5,543,000 available to meet depre- bership for 
! me the y Ftany ¥ cation or for any other purpose. Of this amount Life. 
#64 R83 2£2,543,000 has been applied to writing down Applications to be made to the Secretary, EB. Evelyn 
oe bee" | the values of securities, £100,000 has been | Barron, 3, Gray's-inn-place, London W.C. 
e308 R25 and | added to the Common Contingency Fund, and 
£7,470 the balance of 22,900,000 remains as Invest- 
, mente Reserve Funds The Securities which | LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
have been written down are those which eeem to LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
offer little prospect of recovery to prices equiva OFFICE.—No. 120, CHANOERY-LANE, FLEET- 
lent to our book valnes STREET, LONDON. 


The four Prudential Ag » oved Soceties have | ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

ch ge the vear paid to their members benefits begs to direct the attention of the Legal 

ee Sage ~ 4... rs ty  e1 687.000, | Profession to the advantages of his long expert 

amounting a, I 000 ’ ’ * | ence of upwards of fifty years in the special in 

| making a total of over £10,224,000 paid since | sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and to solicit 

balonce s hte + down | National Insurance was introduced. The number | ther continued eupport.—N.B. Forms, Gratis, for 

£2.543.000. a e117 739.336. | of persons admitted t nembership of the | Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dissolutions of 

ne aS Ye P , . * | Societies during the year was 298,442, of whon portneren . with necessary Declaration. File of 
‘ i“ mia ‘ : . , “ te” ' 

©3.500.000 amg 3 é e % dvance | 127,344 were men and 171,098 wome po Th a kept for free reference By 


Dar t f pureh of Ww: Lou ‘ : 
pees 191] 1“ oe , year - a : t rm yoy! - oe 
of the Sta have resumed «at on demohilisa- 
the Ordir Branch the surplus shown ie | tion after Active Naval and Military Service. INEBRIETY. 
a. 803, 709. including the «= f £149,670 | The Directors once again expres their high 


bre t fe urd from st ear and £500,000 appreciation of the National Service rendered 
naferre um the Contingeney Fund. Out of | by the Staff while with the Colours and cordially DALRYM PLE HOUSE, 
} rmus the ectors ha added 2£593,0 welcome them on their return 
Pend which. often : RIGKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
£1 4423 000. stands To those members of the Staff, men and women, For the Treatment of Gentlemen under the Act and 
£1.800.000, and | who have carried on the business of the Company | privately. for particulars apply to 
under very difficult conditions the Directors again Dr. F. 8. D. HOGG, 
tence their hearty thanks Resident Medical Superintenden’. 
d to be able to ar Telephone: P.O 16, RICKMANSWORTH 
£1 8s. per cent. on the Messrs. Deloitte Plencde Griffiths & Co. have 


be allocated to par examined the securities, and their certificate is 


On a anch which | appended to the balance sheets a £5 To ) £5,000 ADVANCED 
mM. 
le 














THOMAS ¢ DEWEY, Cha 
ssure on the W. J. LANCASTER 


fors 





© pre ) 
erving pape “ J. IRVINE BOSWELL, f 2? . i val 
be distri buted is . P . , eat wit del, e vally arranged 
mnee h J. BURN, Actuary \. C. THOMPSON Sobeten! asatintines “Special pa Rane for shert 
G. E. MAY. Seeretary General Manager periods. Apply ie confidence to: 
ind the total bonuses added to their 4 ., Corridor Chambers 
, yh . The full Report and Balance-Sheet can be Ae CHES ~  micesten. 


taficate wil] be sent to every partiot 
ovyhoider showing the Bonus now de 


ind calling attention to the fact that 





obtained upon application. —— hl —_— 














